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ABSTRACT
During the past several years, a number of research programs
within divisions of student affairs at American universities have been
established to meet the unique management information needs of student
personnel administrators. This study focused upon this population of
programs for the first time.
The purpose of this study was to identify and describe existing
student affairs research programs and to then examine the extent to
which these programs were involved in the development of management
systems within the area of student personnel services. This was
accomplished by designing an appropriate instrument and surveying each
university campus in the United States. Descriptive statistics were
obtained for all items on the questionnaire and a selected set of
items were used for cross-tabulation against all other items
to check
for specific response trends. Where applicable, the
Chi-Sauare
viii
Statistic or Phi Coefficient were obtained.
Of the 291 university campuses surveyed. 151 responded. Of
these respondents, 33.8 percent reported that they were conducting
student affairs research on a programmatic basis. In regard to pro-
gram resources, processes and contents, most of the programs reported
that they had two or more part-time staff members, that thev received
from one to three percent of their total annual Division budget, that
their computer facilities were adequate for their needs, that they
were more involved in evaluation research than either experimental or
non-experimental research, that their projects were intentional!
v
designed to meet the information needs of student affairs administra-
tors, that thev were involved in some aspect of longitudina l research,
and that their biggest problems were insufficient funding and the
assessment of administrative information needs. Half of the programs
reported that they had one or more full-time staff members and that
their computer facilities were not sufficients accessible.
In regard to program involvement in management svstems
develop-
ment activities, the most frequently occurring program
puroose state-
ments fell into the categories of "evaluation of services
and programs’
and "obtaining and providing information about
student needs and
interests"; similarly, the most frequentlv occurring
categories ot
goal statements were "student characteristics,"
"evaluation and assess
ment" and "management information svstems."
Almost all of the pro-
grams reported that they viewed their
activities as contributing to
ix
accountability in the area of student personnel services and that they
planned to become involved in one or more specific management systems
such as management-by-objectives, program evaluation, programming-
planning-budgeting systems, management information systems and model
building. The extent to which programs were involved in management
systems development activities was related to campus size and type of
institutional control.
On the basis of the data obtained, it was suggested that most
programs will probably become involved in one or more projects that
will be directly related to the development of specific management
practices and that a number of programs might become involved in
activities which will be directly associated with a higher—order
theoretical framework such as General System Behavior Iheory.
In its concluding pages, the study addresses possible avenues
for future research-on-research projects. Such avenues might include
the surveying of research programs at community and four -year colleges
which already appear to be conducting a substantial amount of
student
development research, the cataloging of specific research
paradigms
which are found to be useful at various institutions, the
examination
of the contributions of research programs to the
development of
specific management practices, and the analysis of
the extent to vhi-h
such programs are employing concepts of systems
theory in the develop-
ment of their projects.
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chapter I
THE PROELEl'l
Rationale for the Study
Until rather recently, institutions of higher education have
enjoyed an almost uninterrupted period of continuous growth marked bv
a high degree of internal operating consistency and a limited number
of focused external demands. However, during the past five years
rapid and for the most part unseen changes occurred which drastically
altered the stability of these institutions. Quite suddenly, most
institutions were confronted with a leveling off of enrollments, a
new student clientele which was more diverse and created new demands
for expanded services, a gradual then sudden rise in the rate of
inflation of operating costs, demands to supply educational opportuni-
ties to the disadvantaged, a surplus of graduates holding doctoral
degrees in the arts and humanities, and an already sizable organiza-
tional structure burdened with complex internal operating procedures
and external pressures. Colleges and universities were faced with a
definite problem which had no apparent ready solution: how to cut
costs while increasing services. ^ That these changes were not pre-
dicted or barely seen when they began to occur was apparently inherent
in the very nature of our institutions. As Hodgklnson points out:
2We have so much ego and effort invested in the present,
as we see it, that we cannot abide one who tells us
that where we see permanence there is only flux. (The
Greeks, of course, were rather liberal in' terms of free-dom of speech, except for Heraclitus, who believed that
only flux was real, that stability and permanence were
illusions. Not even the Greeks could take that. And
how would we respond to a man who said that order was
simply chaos misunderstood?)
. . . Thus we often go
about with blinders on, not seeing actual transforma-
tions of our physical environment, our political and
economic systems—even ourselves—until the change has
completely taken place.
2
Thus, in response to rising demands for increasing institutional
services and accountability, institutions of higher education have
only rather recently become increasingly concerned about issues
related to the need for improved allocation of institutional
resources. This concern has manifested itself in several organiza-
tional development trends, one of which has been that institutions
are placing increasing emphasis upon the development of more effec-
tive management systems. That is, institutions are recognizing the
need to include more factual data for use in their short- and long-
range decision-making, goal setting and planning processes.^ Such
terms as "program evaluation," "simulation models," "management-by-
objectives," and "goals clarification" are no longer uncommon to
administrative staff. Almost every issue of most journals which
address the field of higher education include one or more articles
which address these and similar subjects. Publications and confer-
ences of professional associations in the field of higher education
are including such topics in their publications and programs. The
3exposure of administrative personnel to management-oriented methods
and technologies appears to be quite pervasive throughout the pro-
fession and is continuing to gain momentum. Simultaneously, the
administration of higher education is gradually becoming a recognized
and legitimate field of study with a growing number of graduate pro-
grams and theoreticians, a number of whom are focusing upon the
development of theoretical systems and models which have pronounced
implications for institutional organization and management. J
In the midst of this it is becoming apparent that most manage-
ment systems are very dependent upon vast quantities of valid,
reliable information. The situation is adequately summarized by
Dressel in Institutional Research in the University: A Handbook :
Higher education has become a very large enterprise, much
too complicated to be run on improvisation guided by
expediency, opportunism, and competition. While the
operation of institutions has become complex and diffi-
cult to understand, growing demand for resources has
increased concern about efficient operation in utilizing
those resources. Administrators suddenly aware of these
complications find themselves confronted with inadequate
management information systems and procedures for insti-
tutional study, highly charged demands for immediate
action, and insistence on the part of faculty and students
that these groups be given a voice in all deliberations
and decisions.
. . . Institutions need data about costs, educational
programs, the impact of various educational policies, the
relationship of student characteristics to academic suc-
cess, the utilization of space, the effects of administra-
tive decisions, and especially the relationship of expendi-
tures to results.
6
To a great extent it appears that institutions of higher education are
being confronted with decision-making demands without adequate supplies
4of useful information. Institutions need a systematic approach to
obtain and provide such information. Stated another way, in terms
of information theory, "the greater the task uncertainty, the greater
the amount of information that must be processed among decision-
makers during task execution in order to achieve a given level of
performance.
It is perhaps for this reason that institutions are allocating
resources for the development of institutional research programs
because the information needed to operate these systems is often
non-existent or scattered throughout many departments. As the pur-
poses of institutions of higher education have become more diversified
over the years, the task of allocating institutional resources has
become a very complex problem
.
8
The resolution of this problem— the
alleviation of a substantial amount of the decision-making
uncertainty—would seem to depend to a great extent upon the timely
utilization of readily available information, information which is
applicable to both day-to-day as well as long-range institutional
operations. Bolin's observations appear especially relevant in this
regard :
The organization and use of information is a crucial
activity in the administration of today's colleges and
universities. In the past two decades, institutions of
higher education have grown both in size and complexity.
Expanding instructional programs, increasing enrollments,
greater service responsibilities and research commitments
on the parts of colleges and universities require intri-
cate planning and coordination within each institution to
maintain a smooth operation and a continuous growth pat-
tern. The delicate balance between planning and
5implementation is necessarily based upon information
originating from all areas of the institutional setting.
Without systematic, accurate feedback to management of
the effects of its operations, an institution or system
can waste its resources in ineffective or unnecessarily
costly activities .' 9
Although the history of institutional research can be traced
back to the early 1700's, over ninety percent of all institutional
research offices have been established since 1955, 10 and these offices
appear to have earned a permanent place in the management processes of
most contemporary institutions of higher education.
Institutional research lies at the heart of the trend
toward the use of modern management techniques in
higher education. While the nature and scope of this
kind of activity has tended to elude precise definition
in the past, it can be said that institutional research
is a variegated form of organizational self-study
designed to help colleges and universities gather an
expanding range of information about their own internal
operations and the effectiveness with which they are
using their resources. By collecting such data, institu-
tions hope to make informed judgments instead of guessing
or relying on the intuitions of the administrator in
framing decisions on university policy.-*-1
Stated in the broadest terms, then, one purpose of institutional
research is "to probe deeply into the workings of an institution for
evidence of weaknesses or flaws which interfere with the attainment
of its purposes or which utilize an undue amount of resources in so
doing. ... In the process of searching, evidence of effective and
perhaps excellent functioning can and should be produced, but . .
studies which overemphasize the positive are not conducive to improve-
ment and may encourage such pervasive satisfaction and complacency
12
that deterioration results from the suspension of self-criticism.
6During the past two decades, many universities and colleges have
created institutional research programs and will probably continue to
develop them in the future. Most of these programs have experienced
considerable success in such areas as analyzing physical space needs,
compiling student records, organizing university budgets and comput-
ing enrollment and grade point trends.^ Nevertheless, relatively
little time, energy and money have been spent for the development of
institutional research programs that focus upon the specific areas of
student affairs and student personnel services. The recent litera-
ture on institutional research in higher education devotes little
and often no attention to the role of institutional research in
measuring student development characteristics."*"^ In those instances
where students have been studied by institutional research programs,
the majority of such research projects appear to have focused upon
academic-related questions such as the correlation of grade point
average with socioeconomic backgrounds. However, they have not placed
enough emphasis upon the psychosocial dimensions of institutional
environments and their interactions with the development of the
"total student
.
There is, then, an apparent need for the development of student
affairs research programs. At the end of his detailed discussion of
the "Implications for Institutional Research of Studies on
Student
Characteristics" in College Self-Study , Western Interstate Commission
for Higher Education, Heist concludes that:
Undoubtedly, the course grade and grade point average
will continue to serve as chief criteria of college
success. But the handwriting seems to be on the wall
for expansion beyond this area of great replication.
Joshua Fishman recently reported in a paper on 'Non-
Intellective Factors as Predictors, as Criteria and as
Contingencies in the Selection and Guidance of College
Students: A Socio-Psychological Analysis' that the
results of a survey conducted by staff of the College
Entrance Examination Board on all selection and guidance
studies in the 1948-1958 decade show that over 70 per-
cent of the studies dealt with the intellective vari-
ables; that is, ability and intelligence test scores,
achievement test scores, high school rank, and various
complications of grades. But he believes that the 19
percent of research in the past decade which did include
one or more non-intellective variables is a sign of a
new and important trend. He predicts in the paper that
this trend 'will become accentuated in the decade imme-
diately ahead. ' A number of major multivariable
projects presently under way, both in single institu-
tions and across a number of institutions, lend support
to Fishman's conjecture. 17
Heist summarizes his thoughts on this subject, suggesting that:
As institutional staff become aware of the differences
among students and student groups, and cognizant that a
larger number of criterion and predictor factors can be
measured, much more time and effort will go to studying
and attempting to understand the students and the most
conducive learning environments. To date, only minimal
attempts have been made 'to know' and to accommodate
the great diversity in students. Differences in insti-
tutional structure will probably not change greatly with
the large influx of students; certainly the same is true
of differences in student characteristics. There con-
tinues to be a clear need to study what kinds of situa-
tions and environments do what for different types of
people . I®
A similar plea for the establishment of programmatic student-oriented
research along individual growth and development lines has been put
forth by the Committee on the Student in Higher Education:
KMuch more intensive research should be undertaken on the
educational applications of developmental psychology.
. . . This research would be facilitated by combining
several different experimental colleges on one campus.
... It is incredible that American colleges spend so
much money on recruiting and admitting students and so
little on attempting to measure the impact of college on
the development of the students' personalities. It is
also astonishing that the work done by clinical research-
ers has not been tested on a wider scale. The themes of
alienation, apathy, and privatism have been discussed in
the literature but have not been tested on large and
representative samples of students. One of the premises
on which this (conclusion) is based—that the college
years see the conversion of idealism into cynicism—is
strongly supported by impressionistic evidence but has
not been documented by research. The extraordinarily
useful ideas of Erik Erikson on identity and ideology
have not been used to discover how the young adult
develops his self-concept and world view, save with very
small samples of students. Nor do we know what impact
different styles of instruction, different organization
of curricula, different institutional structures have
either on the learning experience or on personality
development. We are not even sure that college makes
much difference at all, though the members of the
Committee do not believe that the personality is so
determined by earlier experiences that college cannot
play an important role. The possibilities for useful
research are almost unlimited—once we admit that^learn-
ing and personality development are inseparable.
In theory, programmatic student affairs research could complement
more traditional institutional research and provide useful information
for decision-makers. The need for such research programs is
gradually
being recognized as the thrust toward institutional accountability,
diversified institutional services and management systems filters
downward through bureaucratic levels. Nevertheless, it
seems that a
relatively small number of these programs are being developed
within
divisions of student affairs at universities around the
country.
9Likewise, information about these programs—their ongoing projects,
goals and resources
—has not been systematically collected and
studied. A review of the literature in the area of student affairs
research did not produce any documents pertaining to the purpose of
this study the nature of student affairs research programs. Articles
that addressed specific topics of research in various areas of student
personnel services were numerous but none addressed the subject of
programmatic student affairs research conducted by divisions of stu-
dent affairs. In view of the potential importance of such programs
for the development of student affairs management systems, a national
survey of universities was conducted to begin a process of obtaining
and providing information about student affairs research programs.
This thesis presents the results of that survey and the implications
of the findings for management systems development in the area of
student personnel services.
Purpose of the Study
Given the apparent lack of information about student affairs
research programs and need for information about them, the primary
purpose of this study is to gather data about the resources, processes
and contents of student affairs research programs. The secondary pur-
pose of this study is to analyze the data on student affairs research
programs in order to determine the extent to which such programs might
be involved in management-oriented research activities. Factors to
JO
be analyzed will include staffing patterns, budget allocations
of computer facilities, the purposes and goals of student affairs
research programs, instruments used, problems encountered in conduct-
ing research, plans for future research endeavors, the extent of pro-
gram involvement in various kinds of research (experimental, non-
experimental and evaluation research)
,
the extent of research that is
intentially designed to meet the information needs of student affairs
decision-makers, and program involvement in longitudinal research.
This study proposes to provide a substantial portion of this needed
information by obtaining data about student affairs research programs
through a national survey of American university campuses.
Delimiters of the Study
— No attempt was made to "evaluate" student affairs research
programs. The researcher is aware that the qualitative aspects of
research are important dimensions of research program assessment.
This study, however
,
focused primarily upon the quantitative aspects
of research programs and the relation of these to management informa-
tion system characteristics.
— No attempt was made to examine the relationships of other
recent trends in higher education to student affairs research, for
example, alternative reward structures, reorganization patterns of
divisions of student affairs, new student populations and cost reduc-
tion methods.
No attempt was made to measure the extent to which student
personnel administrators were involved in supporting student affairs
research programs, their use of information provided by such programs
or their attitudes about the usefulness of such programs for the
development of management systems.
— No attempt was made to develop inferences about the existence
and nature of student affairs research programs outside of the uni-
versity level of higher education.
— No attempt was made to determine differences in organization,
resources, and research processes and contents among student affairs
research programs that were identified and studied as a group.
Significance of the Study
The significance of this study rests upon the assertion that it
will provide needed information about student affairs research pro-
grams at a time when issues relating to the improvement of institu-
tional management are of concern to most university personnel. It is
seen as an original contribution to the growing body of knowledge
about post-secondary education. Furthermore, given the rationale for
the study, it may be of considerable value to those institutions which
are either presently allocating resources for such programs, presently
considering the implementation of such programs, or not yet actively
contemplating implementation but perhaps should consider it among
other institutional development priorities. Finally, the study is
viewed as having the potential of stimulating further thought about:
the implications of such research for organizational development and
about the ways in which such research might enhance institutional
functioning.
Definition of Terms
This study will use the following specific terms. Additional
definitions which refer to specific topics will be provided when
needed.
Academic Departments — Those units within an institu-
tion of higher education which focus on a spe-
cific area of knowledge and instruction, and
which are composed of a group of faculty members
under the coordination of a chairperson.
Accountability — The extent to which a specific insti-
tutional subunit (Division, Department, Office,
Program, Project or Activity) meets a set of
predetermined performance criteria.
Administrative Departments — Those units within an
institution which are charged with coordinating
specific subunits of the institution and which
report to the associate or chief administrative
officer. Such departments are responsible for
developing, implementing and interpreting insti-
tutional policies.
Assessment — An inventory of the status of anything
at one specific point in time.
Computer Facilities — The combined hardware and soft-
ware that make up the total computational
resources of an institution.
Da *-a Symbols which correspond to specific attri-
butes of subjects being studied. In this sense,
"data" does not mean "information." Information
is a set of data that have a specific context and
associations with other data and information. Data
in context is information. Data have no meaning
in and of themselves; information has meaning.
Data Analysis — The study of the relationships of data
sets to one another and to various contexts
—
usually the purpose(s) of a piece of research.
Data Base — A specific configuration of data that are
stored in a form which makes the data maximally
accessible for various data processing operations.
Data Processing — The process of data storage,
retrieval, recoding, and formating for use during
data reporting and data analysis.
Decision — The choosing of one or more alternatives
among a set of possible alternative choices
Decision-Makers — Those administrative personnel
who are responsible for setting basic institu-
tional policies and deciding upon the means for
achieving institutional goals and obiectives or
who are responsible for selecting the means of
implementing policies formulated by higher
echelon decision-makers.
Department — A group of offices within a division
of student affairs.
Division — A group of departments within an institu-
tion that taken together comprise a specific
function; e.g., Division of Student Affairs.
Evaluation Project — Those research projects that
are designed to assess the extent to which
various programs and services have attained
specific sets of goals and objectives.
Evaluation Research — Research which is either
experimental or non-experimental
,
which is
designed to meet the information needs of
decision-makers and which is often used for
program management and planning.
Experimental Research — Research that includes
specific statements of formal hypotheses,
statements of dependent and independent vari-
ables, controls for extraneous variables,
theoretical constructs and is often associated
with an existing body of research in the same
specific field of study.
Institutional Research — Research conducted by an
institution of a self-study nature which is
intended to obtain and provide useful informa-
tion for institutional management and planning.
Kinds of Research — As used in this study, the
three "kinds" of research paradigms are experi-
mental, non-experimental and evaluation research.
Longitudinal Research Projects — Those research
projects which study a specific set of traits
in/of a particular individual or group of indi-
viduals over a period of time.
Management — The judicious allocation of institu-
tional resources (time, energy, money and man-
power) through the coordination, development and
utilization of reliable systems of information
and communication for the purpose of obtaining
specific institutional purposes, goals and
objectives
.
Management-Oriented Research Activities — Those
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research-related projects which have implications
for either specific or overall management informa-
tion needs of student affairs decision-makers.
This would include those program activities that
might provide a data base for making management
decisions and that might include such activities
as evaluation of student affairs services and pro-
grams, involvement in management-by-objectives
projects, collaboration with offices of institu-
tional research and planning, assessment of stu-
dent needs and development of office management
studies
.
Management Information — Any information which is
obtained or used for the judicious allocation of
institutional resources.
Management Information System — A systematically
designed and maintained set of procedures for
automatically obtaining and providing routinely
needed management information for decision-makers.
Management Information System Related Items — Those
items on the survey questionnaire which reflect
or address various aspects of activities which
are often associated with the design, development
and/or maintenance of management information sys-
tems .
Management Systems Development — Those activities,
projects and programs which are intended to
design, develop and implement management sys-
tems both within and among division departments
and offices. Management systems are thos°.
management practices or activities which are
integrated with other management practices or
activities to create an interdependent set of
management practices or a "management system."
Examples of such systems might include the
intentional integration of management-by-
objectives and planning activities, goal-setting
and evaluation activities or financial account-
ing and management information system develop-
ment activities.
Non-Experimental Research — Research projects which
have an informal format or lack a statement of
hypothesis, which do not specify dependent and
independent variables, which have few or no
controls for extraneous variables and so forth.
Office — A group of programs within a department
which are under the coordination of an adminis-
trative staff member.
Office of Institutional Research — An administrative
office within an institution of higher education
which conducts a variety of research projects
and programs for the purpose of institutional
self-study
.
Program ihose projects which comprise the major
portion of a particular office function and which
are under the direction or coordination of a
full- or part-time administrative staff member.
Program Contents — As used in this study, the set of
subjects or topics that research programs have
been, are, and/or will be studying.
Program Population — Those institutions that responded
to the survey questionnaire and indicated having
a student affairs research program.
Program Processes — As used in this study
,
those
activities which comprise the development, mainte-
nance and implementation of research programs,
such as using a specific research paradigm, set-
ting program goals and objectives and collaborat-
ing with colleagues.
Program Resources — The number of full- and part-time
program staff, the amount of internal and external
funding, and the extent to which computer hard-
ware and software packages are available and
accessible to program staff.
Programmatic Research — Research that is conducted
on a programmatic basis; that is, a collection
of research projects which comprise the total
research efforts of a research program and which
are coordinated by a full- or part-time director/
coordinator for the purpose of maintaining a
cohesive research effort.
Proj ect — Those activities which comprise the major
portion of a particular program function.
Population — The total group of institutions which
responded to the survey questionnaire.
Qualitative Aspects of Research — Those aspects of
the research process which directly affect the
quality of a piece of research; e.g., problem
definition, statement (s) of hypotheses, design
parameters, and so forth.
Quantitative Aspects of Research — Those aspects of
the research process which describe what was
studied, who designed the project, how fre-
quently a specific piece of research was
repeated, and so forth.
Reporting — The process of communicating research
findings
.
Research — Any systematic search for knowledge or
information which includes the three "kinds of
research" as herein defined.
Research Content — The subjects and/or goals of a
research project.
Research Design — The configuration of activities
that comprise a specific research project.
Research Instrumentation — Those testing procedures
and materials that comprise the measurement
tools of a research project.
Research Process — Those activities that comprise the
design, implementation and evaluation of a
research project.
Research Projects — Any project which is designed to
systematically obtain information about any
sub j ect
.
Statistical Packages — Computer programs for statis-
tical analyses that have been designed to be
"user oriented" and which are usually purchased
by an institution from an outside vendor or
agency
.
Student Affairs Research — Programmatic research
that is designed to meet the information and
decision-making needs of student personnel
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administrators and student-oriented institutional
services
.
Student Affairs Research Program — A. coordinated set
of student affairs research projects which may
address the decision-making information needs of
the chief student personnel officer and/or
directors of departments and offices within a
division of student affairs.
Survey Population — The set of university campuses
which responded to the survey questionnaire.
Total Population — The total number of university
campuses that were surveyed.
Validated Instruments — Those testing instruments
which have been subjected to rigorous validity
and reliability tests across a defined sample
of a specific or general population.
Summary
The present chapter has presented the rationale, the purpose,
delimiters and significance of this study. In summary, institutions
of higher education have been developing institutional research pro-
grams to assist in providing more factual data for institutional plan-
ning, operations, decision-making and policies reviews and reformula-
tions. However, these traditional institutional research programs
have not devoted much effort or resources to obtaining and providing
information about student population characteristics
—
especially
their psychosocial or developmental attributes.
in response to this lack of formalized information gathering in
the area of student personnel services, this study proposed to find
out what programmatic student affairs research is being conducted at
American universities given the assumption that such programs do exist
and do have substantial implications for effecting the management and
development of student personnel services. The apparent need for a
study of such research programs is implicit in the recent literature
in higher education.
The possible significance of this study rests upon the assumption
that information about student affairs research programs will probablv
assist in the development, implementation or consideration of such
programs at university campuses.
In the next chapter the researcher describes the processes used
to conduct this study. The remaining chapters present the results
and conclusions obtained from the study.
NOTES
This introductory statement is based upon a representative
sample of the existing literature on the history and recent trends
in higher education. The following works are a partial sample of
this literature. The reader is referred to the Bibliography for the
complete citation of each reference.
History: James A. Perkins, The University in Transition;
(..lark Kerr, The Uses of the University
; Richard Hofstadter and
C. DeWitt Hardy, The Development and Scope of Higher Education in
Uie United States
; Christopher Jencks and David Riesman, The Academic
Revolution
; Jacques Barzun, The American University ; Laurence R.
Veysey
,
The Emergence of the American University
.
Recent Trends: Harold L. Hodgkinson, Institutions in Transi-
tion; Harold L. Hodgkinson and Myron B. Bloy, Identity Crisis in
Higher Education
; Warren Bryan Martin, Alternative to Irrelevance
;
Hazen Foundation, The Student in Higher Education ; John D. Millett,
Resource Reallocation in Research Universities ; Carnegie Commission
on Higher Education, The Purposes and the Performance of Higher
Education in the United States
; Carnegie Commission on Higher Educa-
tion, The More Effective Use of Resources
;
Carnegie Commission on
Higher Education, Priorities for Action: Final Report of the
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education .
In addition to the above sample, the recent literature which
deals specifically with various management-oriented issues, such as
institutional research, organizational development, and management
systems development, are typically framed in introductory discussions
of the history and recent trends in higher education. Both history
and recent trends do, of course, exist alongside a body of literature
which deals with the development of other areas of higher education
and education in general. A comprehensive overview of the literature
of and pertaining to higher education can be obtained from A General
Reading List for Higher Education
,
Committee of the Student Advisory
Boards, Center for the Study of Higher Education, University of
Michigan, and from the Bibliography on Higher Education , published by
the American Association of Higher Education. The most current com-
prehensive publisher of books which address recent trends in higher
education is Jossey-Bass Publishers (San Francisco). Most libraries
routinely order part or all of the Jossey-Bass Series.
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Harold L. Hodgkinson, Institutions in Transition (New York:
cGraw Hill 1971), pp . 1-2. Hodgkinson continues his statement inan example which is well worth repeating at this point:
We also find that our perspective on change, the field
within which we interpret it, is too small. In 1971,
for example, people are still interpreting student pro-
tests in light of indigenous American causes and effects
without seeing that the era of student protest in secon-
dary schools and higher education is worldwide. Much of
what happens to the stock market is due to international
systems for the manipulation of monetary values, yet we
attribute market changes to who is winning a baseball
game or to weather conditions in the United States.
Understanding this is important for our present endeavor,
for although we are talking about change, in American
higher education, many of the factors which are inducing
changes do not stop at our national borders.
3-bicL
,
2. Hodgkinson then goes on to cite a list of changes in
higher education which "all member nations" of an international organ-
ization concerned with higher education have experienced. Ibid. The
list of eight items is identical to the various trends cited by the
authors of the recent literature on trends in higher education in
America
.
3Examples of the recent literature on management trends includes:
The Contribution of Business Management to Higher Education (Washington
Academy for Education Development, 1972); Asa S. Knowles (ed.),
Handbook for College and University Administration, Vol. I: General
(New York: McGraw-Hill, 1970), esp. sections 3 and 4; Charles B.
Johnson and William G. Katzenmeyer (eds.), Management Information
Systems in Higher Education (Durham: Duke University Press, 1969);
William A. Shoemaker, Systems Models and Programs for Higher Education
(Washington: Academy for Educational Development, 1973); John G.
Bolin (ed.), Management Information for College Administrators (Athens:
University of Georgia, 1971); Francis E. Rourke and Glenn E. Brooks,
The Managerial Revolution in Higher Education (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins Press, 1966).
The most recent example of the impact of the trend toward the
development of management systems in higher education student personnel
services is the Winter, 1975 edition of the N.A.S.P.A. Journal , which
is entirely devoted to a variety of topics in the area of management
and management systems development in this field: N.A.S.P.A. Journal ,
Vol. 12, No. 3 (Winter, 1975).
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The reader is referred to such works as: Paul L. Dressel
^
aV Institutional Research in the University: A Handboo k (Sanrancisco: Jossey-Bass, 1972); Ohio Board of Regents, Planning—
-"}
Versitles (Washington : Academy for Educational Development 1973)-
and most of the works cited in Note 3 (above)
.
The recent literature includes a number of examples of this
trend, a sample of which follows: Fred E. Harcleroad (ed.). Higher
Education : A Develop ing Field of Study (Iowa City: American CollegeTesting Program, 1974); Victor J. Baldridge, Power and Conflict in
the University (New York: John Wiley and Sons, 1971); Talcott
Parsons and Gerald M. Platt, The American Universitv (Cambridge-
Harvard University Press, 1973); Robert L. Granger, Educational’
Leadership (Scranton: Intext Educational Publishers, 1971). The
reader is also referred to many of the recent works on the recent
development of management systems in higher education which often
include a review of the theoretical work currently going on in the
field (see Note 3 above)
.
Dressel, Op. Cit
.
,
pp. 15-16. A further amplification and
summary of Dressel* s views is put forth by the Society for College
and University Planning:
If the 'new depression* in higher education finance is
one of the realities of our day, as I believe it is,
then the 'new management' established to cope with the
new depression is equally with us. This new management
calls for an extensive and intensive array of informa-
tion not previously collected or analyzed on most col-
lege and university campuses. . . . The information
needs of higher education management today are far more
exacting than at any other time in our history. The
most important single kind of information indispensable
to college or university resource reallocation is pro-
gram cost and income data.
Let's End the Confusion About Simulation Models (Washington: Academy
for Educational Development, 1973).
^Jay Galbraith, Designing Complex Organizations (Reading,
Massachusetts: Addison-Wesley
,
1973), p. 4. Although it is not the
purpose of this study to explore the implications of information theory
for higher education management, the literature in this field is very
pertinent to an overall understanding of the organization dynamics of
higher education, especially in regard to the development of management
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systems. For a general introduction to the fields of information
theory, complex systems and organization development and behavior
the reader is referred to: Walter Buckley (ed.), Modern Systems
Research for the Behavioral Scientist (Chicago: Aldine, 1968).
gThe gradual then more rapid change in the organization and pur-
poses of higher education is reviewed in Jencks and Riesman, 0£. Cit.,
and in many publications in the Jossey-Bass Series on Higher EduciTtTion
and the Carnegie Commission Reports on Higher Education (see Note 1
above)
.
9
Bolin, 0£. Cit .
,
p. 1. Bolin’s summary statement has direct
implications for Galbraith’s discussions of the role of uncertainty
in the design of complex organizations. That is, we can understand-
ably conclude that without adequate information for use by institu-
tional decision-makers, the future of higher education as well as the
present operation of our larger institutions will probably remain
uncertain.
^An excellent and concise discussion of the history of institu-
tional research can be found in Rourke and Brooks, Ojd. Cit
.
,
p. 45ff.
Likewise, a similar discussion is presented by Knowles, 0£. Cit .
^Rourke and Brooks, 0j>. Cit
.
,
p. 44.
i o
Dressel, Ojd. Cit
.
,
p. 23. The reader is also referred to an
earlier work organized by Dressel: Paul L. Dressel, et al.
,
Evalua-
tion in Higher Education (Cambridge: Houghton Mifflin, 1961). This
work discusses earlier views of the role in institutional self-study
but does not relate institutional research to management systems
development as does Dressel’ s later work.
13Rourke and Brooks, 0£. Cit .
,
p. 45ff. Although Rourke and
Brooks based their conclusions on data gathered in the late 1960's,
their conclusions regarding the rate of growth of institutional
research programs probably are reliable for use in the mid-seventies.
^The reader is referred to the works of Dressel, Rourke and
Brooks and others cited above.
^A typical summary report on student characteristics stresses the
usual socioeconomic data on students but does not adequately address
student developmental and psychological characteristics: Robert W.
Fenske and Craig S. Scott, The Changing Profile of College Students
(Washington: American Association for Higher Education, 1973).
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Although a recent study of research in post—secondary education
indicates that such research is being conducted by students and
faculty at a variety of institutions, it is not at all apparent that
such research is being conducted by institutional research offices
and programs : Robert J. Barak, Research in Post—Secondary Education
.
1974 (Iowa City: American College Testing Program, 1974).
16This observation is confirmed by Knowles, Op. Cit., pp. 4-128.
"^Paul A. Heist, "Implications for Institutional Research of
Student Characteristics," in Richard G. Axt and Hall T. Sprague
(eds.). College Self-Study (Boulder: Western Interstate Commission
for Higher Education) 1960, p. 38.
^Heist, Oj). Cit
. ,
p. 54.
19Committee on the Student in Higher Education, The Student in
Higher Education (New Haven: The Hazen Foundation, 1968), p. 60.
20
The terms used in this statement are defined in later sections
of this and subsequent chapters.
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CHAPTER II
PROCEDURES
Basic Design Parameters
This study is a descriptive research project. The nature of
the subject under investigation presented several fundamental design
parameters
. These parameters substantially affected and were
reflected in the overall design:
The subject under investigation was not associated with a
specific body of literature. Although the literature does contain a
sizable amount of information about research in specific areas of stu-
dent personnel services such as counseling and testing, career plan-
ning and placement and housing, no information was found that addressed
programmatic research in student affairs conducted at institutions of
higher education.^-
— Unpublished, solicited materials describing individual stu-
dent affairs research programs did not, when available, address the
purpose of this study. When descriptive materials were obtained, they
only provided information about specific projects under investigation.
However, overall information about program resources, contents and
processes was not provided.
— The group of subjects in the study, that is, the program
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population, had not been previously identified prior to this study.
Since this population was unknown, the application of standard
sampling procedures was precluded. Thus, the usual research controls
obtained through the use of random or cluster sampling were not avail-
able, which necessitated surveying all university campuses in the
United States.
The subjects to be studied were not within a reasonable geo-
graphic proximity to the researcher for purposes of on-site visita-
tion.
Programmatic research in the area of student affairs was rela-
tively new to higher education at the time this study was conducted.
The implications of student affairs research for the develop-
ment of management systems in student personnel services in higher
education had received little, if any, systematic study prior to this
study
.
3
— Examples of previous methodologies for studying student
affairs research programs were non-existent
.
3
Populations and Sampling
The "total population" of university campuses from which exist-
ing student affairs research programs were identified included all
university campuses in the continental and territorial United States
as defined by the university campuses listed on the American Council
on Education's list of institutions of higher education in the United
30
4
States. Medical, technical, veterinary and agricultural schools
were removed from the American Council on Education (A.C.E.) list
when such schools comprised an entire campus. The remaining list of
university campuses included institutions ranging in size from under
1,000 to over 20,000 in total student campus enrollments. The
California State University campuses were not present on the A.C.E.
list at the time this study was conducted.
From the final set of obtained responses, a "survey population"
and program population were derived. As defined, the survey popu-
lation consisted of all university campuses in the total population
that responded to the survey questionnaire. The program population
consisted of those university campuses from the survey population
which indicated that they did have a student affairs research program.
The criteria used to determine programmatic research were that a campus
reported (1) that it was currently conducting student affairs research
and (2) that such research was under the direction of a full- or part-
time staff member.'* The final self-select sample of campuses that
indicated having a student affairs research program is presented in
6
Appendix B.
Ins trumenta t ion
Survey Questionnaire
The survey questionnaire used in this study to obtain data on stu-
dent affairs research programs at university campuses was designed by
3 ]
the researcher
. The instrument was divided into two parts
: (1) a
cover letter which included general instructions for completion of
the questionnaire, and (2) the survey questions (see Appendix D)
.
The first page of the instrument was designed to elicit as much
interest and participation as possible on behalf of respondents by
including in its content and style those factors which Linsky found
to be of possible importance in mailed questionnaires . ^ It contained
the following elements of content and style:
— Referral to the "letter of announcement" (see section:
"Administration") that was mailed to all university campuses prior to
the dissemination of the survey instrument. This was included on the
assumption that continuity between mailed-out forms would increase
respondent motivation to participate in the study;
— Explicit instruction to the respondent to forward the
instrument to "the individual responsible for the broadest range of
research in your division, given the following order of position
preferences. . .
A partial list of definitions of key terms which would apply
to the context of the study and a number of the items on the question-
naire: "Division," "Research," "Office," and "Program";
A deadline for completion and return of the instrument;
A personalized style similar to that used in all materials;
— The letterhead of the institution from which materials were
mailed
.
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m addition to these elements, the instrument itself was printed
on a light brown paper with dark brow, ink on the assumption that the
softer—not institutionalized black-and-white-colors would convey a
sense of non-routineness about the instrument and its associated
materials. The instructions that specifically pertained to the items
of the questionnaire were printed in blue ink to draw greater atten-
tion to them and convey a sense of professionalism by the appearance
o
of the instrument.
The second part of the instrument, the questionnaire items,
included forty-one precoded and open-ended questions which were
organized and presented in four sections:
1. Background information on the parent institution
of programs;
2. Information about the resources of each program;
3. Information about the research processes and con-
tents of each program; and
4. A final section that asked respondents to assess
the questionnaire and survey process.
The instrument was designed by first determining what basic
information was needed in each of the four areas (above)
.
After
appropriate items had been constructed, the instrument was sent to
several practitioners in higher education for review and recommenda-
9
tions. Each person was asked to complete the questionnaire as if
he/she were the director /coordinator of a student affairs research
33
program and to rate each item in terms of its content and construct
validity. Instrument reliability was not assessed on the assumption
that the information and terminology provided in the items was factual
in nature and did not ask respondents for personal attitudinal or
value judgment responses. The content validity of the instrument was
limited by the ability of the researcher and instrument reviewers to
assess the degree to which the instrument covered "a representative
range of the behavioral domain to be measured." 10 Concurrent
criterion-related validity was not possible to measure because the
instrument could not be administered to a group on whom criterion
data were already available. Predictive criterion-related validity
could not be measured because it was not feasible to measure respon-
dent performance subsequent to measurement. The construct validity
of the instrument was limited by the extent to which item analysis
could be conducted by the researcher and instrument reviewers.
1
^ The
instrument was considered to be valid when consensus was obtained
among its reviewers subsequent to revisions of problematic items. A
preliminary field test of the instrument was deemed inappropriate in
that it would possibly bias respondents upon administration of the
survey.
With the exception of those items in Section I of the question-
naire, the items were grouped into the following conceptual cate-
gories: program resources, program contents and program processes.
Table 1 presents the items included in the instrument according
to
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(1) conceptual category, (2) item questionnaire number, (3) item
topic covered, and (4) possible item cross-over into other conceptual
categories and whether or not each item might reflect or address
aspects of management systems development. 12
Study Assessment Questionnaires
Two instruments were designed to assess the impact of the survey
and its results. The first was a one-page questionnaire that was
included along with a copy of the results of the survey that was sent
to each institution that responded to the survey questionnaire. This
instrument included several precoded as well as open-ended questions
which asked responding institutions to rate and describe the useful-
ness of the survey and its results for their administrative programs
and services.
The second assessment instrument consisted of two one-page
questionnaires, a pre-test and post-test combination, each of which
contained a number of parallel items which asked respondents to rate
the importance of student affairs research and the results of this
study as they were presented at a national conference of student per-
sonnel administrators. The sequence of specific items was different
on each form of this assessment questionnaire to prevent response
13
biasing due to test-taking effects on the post-test form. Both
methods of survey and report assessment were intended to obtain rough
measures of the impact and significance of this study and represent
only one of several ways in which the significance of this study was
17
measured. Both report and presentation assessment forme are presented
in Appendix G.
Administration
Prior to the dissemination of the survey instrument to university
campuses, a letter announcing the study was sent to all campuses (see
Appendix C)
. One week later, the survey instruments were mailed to
the Dean of Students at each institution. Recipients were then asked
to forward the instrument to the most appropriate person (see paragraph
two, page 1 of Appendix C)
. A self-addressed, stamped return envelope
was included along with each copy of the instrument to encourage recip-
14lent participation. A follow-up letter was also sent to all insti-
tutions surveyed one week after the instrument was disseminated in
order to further increase the potential for obtaining a relatively
high percentage of responses (see Appendix C)
.
From the outset of this study, it became apparent that the
project might benefit from an ongoing process of project-participant
or "reciprocal" feedback. Such a feedback system was incorporated
into the design of the study in the form of questionnaire items aimed
at survey/questionnaire assessment, a questionnaire item-check proce-
dure included in the questionnaire instructions to determine which
items were of greatest interest to various participants, a report-
request item on the questionnaire, a copy of the report sent to all
respondents, and report assessment and data processing order blanks
38
that were included along with copies of the report.
‘•he final report that was sent to all respondents was an initial
summary of the general findings of the study. The initial report was
presented and distributed at one conference. Due to the scope and
nature of this study, a considerable amount of correspondence prior,
during and after the actual surveying processes itself was conducted
as an integral and necessary part of the administration of the study.
Some portions of this correspondence will be presented as one aspect
of the measurement of the significance of this project (see Chapter
IV).
Data Processing and Analysis
The final self-select sample of responses to the survey question-
naire was separated into two groups: (1) those institutions that
were not involved in student affairs research and (2) those that were
conducting such research on a programmatic basis. All responses were
then coded for data processing by institution campus: multi-campus
universities were not treated as one institution but as a system of
individual campuses. Where possible, items on questionnaires that
were left blank were treated as "no response"; otherwise, such items
were coded as "none" or "no." Questionnaire items which were closed-
ended (precoded) and provided more than four possible multiple-response
answer categories, such as question III-B (see Appendix D) , could
not
be processed as multiple-response items.
15
In these instances, each
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item answer was processed as a unique variable instead of one of
several values of the questionnaire item. Thus, if no answer on such
items were selected by respondents, each answer was coded as "no
response." On the other hand, if one or more answers were selected,
the remaining possible answers that were left blank were coded as
"no." Answers to questionnaire items which were only open-ended, such
as Tll-h and III-F (see Appendix D)
,
were hand-coded. Since, the
majority of answers to such items were unique for each respondent, the
remaining respondents in the program population which did not specify
an identical or very similar answer were coded as "no." In these
instances, it was not possible to determine whether or not the
absence of identical or very similar answers was an intentional exclu-
sion of or lack of response to a possible identical or verv similar
answer. It was therefore assumed that a respondent intentionally
excluded other answers which were not checked if one or more answers
to open-ended questions were provided by a respondent.
Although the open-ended response format for purpose and goal
statements allowed for freedom of expression on behalf of respondents,
it also left the possibility of response biasing through respondent
omission of statements that might otherwise have been included if a
complete £ priori list of all possible statements of purposes and
goals had been provided in the questionnaire. However, because all
reported statements were limited to the extent to which respondents
reported their purposes and goals accurately and completely, the
40
analysis of results in terms of predominant categories of responses
was limited to the extent to which the uncertainty of response hiss-
ing could be predicted which was probably quite low. The a posteriori
purpose and goal attainment categories were derived 1 rom the total num-
ber of each type of statement. Statements which were so unspecific
(licit their meaning could not be adequately determined for categorlzn-
tion were placed In the category of "General Statements .
"
In addition to being placed in appropriate categories, both pur-
pose and goal statements were rated on a scale of ambiguity versus
articulateness. The scale was constructed as a Likert scale where a
score of "1" equaled "strongly agree" and a score of "5" equaled
stionglv disagree that the purpose or goal statement under observa-
tion was articulate. Five persons were asked to independently rate
all statements using this scale. An "ambiguous statement" was defined
as one "that was semantically, grammatically and conceptually vague,
very difficult to comprehend and/or poorly written." The reverse of
this definition was applied as the definition of an "articulate state-
ment." The results of all ratings for each of the statements were
then tabulated and mean scores for each statement rating were computed
and compared.
A final data base was assembled as the result of sixteen sequen-
tial data recording operations that were progressively compiled through
a tape-building procedure using a statistical package—Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)—set of data transformation
41
subroutines. Multiple-response questionnaire items were treated as
collections of individual variables unless the number of possible
response combinations per item was less than four. Data analyses
using SPSS included descriptive statistics for all variables and cross-
tabulation and Chi-Square analyses for a selected group of variables.
Comparisons of the homogeneity of the population and program samples
were made using the background information on responding institutions
which was obtained from Section I of the survey questionnaire. All
purpose and goal statements were rated in terms of their degrees of
ambiguity/articulateness .
^
Descriptive statistics including percent frequency distributions,
item means and standard deviations were also computed for all items
on the pre- and post-test assessment forms (see Appendix ) . Data
from these analyses and comparisons between the results of both test
groups were incorporated into the overall assessment of the study (see
Chapter IV)
.
Interitem Association Analysis^
The following set of items taken from each section of the ques-
tionnaire was cross-tabulated by every other item in the questionnaire
in order to check for specific response trends which might reveal
interesting trends regarding the nature of student affairs research
programs and their relation to aspects of management information sys-
tems: I-B, geographic location of institutions; I-C
,
size of parent
institutions of programs; I-D, type of control of parent institutions;
U2
I~E
»
number of years that programs have been engaged in research:
II-A, number of full-time program staff; Il-E, percent of divisional
budgets allocated for student affairs research programs; II1-A, kinds
of research conducted; II-G, the extent to which programs reported
that they included the information needs of student affairs decision-
makers in their research project designs; and II1-I, the contribution
of student affairs research to divisional accountability. The Chi-
Square statistic was used as a screening mechanism to select out those
pairings of questionnaire items which resulted in an alpha signifi-
cance level of p. < .050 because of the very large number of cross-
tabulation tables that were generated from the interitem association
analysis procedure. In no instance was this statistic or its cor-
responding significance level used to make inferences to the total
population, since the survey sample was not drawn randomly, that is,
was not known to be representative of the total population.
All of the above items, with the exception of III-I, were chosen
because they might reflect some aspect of management systems develop-
ment and the management-oriented research activities of programs.
Other items previously listed in Table 1 that could pertain to manage-
ment systems development were not included in the screening procedure
1
8
because of data processing limitations.
Descriptive statistics were obtained for all items on the assess-
ment forms. Data from these analysis were incorporated into the final
assessment analysis which are presented in Chapter IV.
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Summary
Ihe present: chapter has focused upon the operationalization of
tlie problem by describing how the researcher conducted the study.
The basic parameters of the study presented the researcher with
specific procedural limitations such as population identification and
sampling, instrument construction, and data processing. Specifically,
the population of programs that were surveyed had not been previously
identified which necessitated surveying every university campus in
the United States; the instrument had to be completely constructed
by the researcher; the subjects of this study—student affairs
research programs at American universities—had not previously been
systematically studied; and the data obtained from respondents had to
be processed, recoded and transformed many times in order to compen-
sate for the response biases which could have resulted from incorrect
processing of open-ended and multiple-response questionnaire items.
In the next chapter, the results of the study are presented.
They are reported in a format parallel to the overall layout of the
questionnaire and the statement of the "Purpose of Study."
NOTES
Although literature on campus-based student affairs researchprograms cou!d not be located in the literature, several co^cialand one non profit testing agency are conducting long-term longitudi-
nal research projects of an institutional self-study nature The
most notable commercial agency, Educational Testing' Service (E.T.S.)has marked several instruments which measure a variety of studentdevelopmental characteristics. Unfortunately, the composite results
across those institutions that are using E.T.S. instruments are
unavailable and in any event would not represent a representative
cross-section of the nation’s university student population.
the one non-profit organization conducting a long-range study
of institutional characteristics including student characteristics is
the American Council on Education through its Cooperative Inter-
institutional Research Program (C.I.R.P.). Although C.I.R.P. does
include a number of attitudinal items on its student inventory forms,
the scope of the attitudes measured is very limited and varies in con-
tent over each year making comparisons of most of the attitudinal
items quite problematic. In any event, neither of these research
agencies address the purpose of this study or the need for campus-
based student affairs research.
2Although the previously-cited edition of the N.A.S.P.A. Journal
included discussions of many aspects of management systems development,
it did not include any reference to the need for or existence of pro-
grammatic research. The situation is summarized in Chapter I,
"Rationale for the Study."
3The conclusions of Rourke and Brooks were the result of their
research on the development of institutional research offices.
Although their purpose and topic address the traditional institutional
research field, they do not include any mention of programmatic
research in the area of student affairs and student personnel services.
Likewise, the methodology that they employed was not applicable to
this study.
4This study was limited to only the university level of higher
education because of cost factors. The list of university campuses
that were surveyed is presented in Appendix A.
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It was assumed from the outset of this study that the process
of the survey was almost as important as its content. It is for this
reason that considerable attention is given in the text to the proce-dures used in designing the layout of the instrument.
9The reviewers included an assistant professor of higher educa-
tion, an associate dean of students, an assistant professor of educa-
tion, a dean of students and a vice-provost for student affairs.
10Anne Anastasi, Psychological Testing
,
3rd edition (New York-
MacMillan, 1968), p. 100.
1:L Ibid
. „
especially Chapters 5, 6 and 7.
12As used in this study, the term "management systems development"
refers to those institutional activities the purposes of which are to
increase the decision-making, planning, goal-setting, information-
processing and organization-functioning capabilities of institutions
of higher education. Such activities might include program evalua-
tion, design of simulation models, development of management informa-
tion systems and other similar management-oriented activities.
13The results that were presented were an initial analysis of the
data in summary form and do not represent any substantial similarity
to this text.
14Again, the recommendations of Linsky were pertinent in this
regard (Linsky, 0£. Cit . )
.
^This was due to the limitations of SPSS and the core capacity
constraints of the computer system being used to process the data.
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’
^ reSUltS for a11 statements are not reported
Although the Chi-Square Test is in the strictest sense a testto measure the extent of dissociation between paired variables, it is
often^usea to infer the extent of non-dissociation, that is, "associa
tion. All Chi-Square results at the level p < . 05 were considered
to be significant for paired variables in this study.
18The reader is referred to Note 15 above.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS
The present chapter presents the results of the study which are
organized into six sections: (1) demographic characteristics of the
total, survey and program populations; (2) program resources; (3) pro-
gram processes; (4) program contents; (5) questionnaire assessment*
and (6) data pertaining to the management systems development orienta-
tion of programs. Thus, the layout of the results is almost parallel
to the layout of the contents of the Statement of Purpose in Chapter I.
Given the broad range of topics that are covered in this chapter, a
summary of the data pertaining to each subsection has been provided at
the end of each subsection in addition to the overall summary at the
end of the chapter. When necessary, definitions of specific terms
and phrases are included in the text to further reacquaint the reader
with the terminology used in this study.
The results as presented are a combination of basic descriptive
statistics, in most instances frequency distributions, and tests of
the degree of association of paired questionnaire item results vising
the Chi-Square statistic.^ Only those Chi-Square tests that resulted
2
in a significance level of p. ^ .05 are reported. Thus, in many
instances the pairing or cross-tabulation of questionnaire items for
independent variables such as institutional size and control is not
reported, since later inferences from such results would probably
lead to erroneous interpretations of, or conclusions from, such
results. Where significant variable pairings are reported, the cor-
responding significance level of each pairing is reported in parenthe-
ses at the end of each statement in the text.
Demographic Characteristics
Population Sizes
Of the 291 university campuses surveyed, 151 or 51.9 percent
responded and constitute the "survey population."^ Of these 151
respondents, 51 or 33.8 percent— the "program population"—reported
that they had a student affairs research program. The remaining 100
respondents reported that they either were not conducting student
affairs research or were only doing such research on a non-
programmat ic basis
.
Geographic Distributions
The geographic distributions of the total survey and program
populations are presented in Table 2. A comparison of comparisons
between the number of campuses surveyed and the number of respondents
in the survey population and between the number of respondents in the
survey population and the number of respondents in the program popula-
tion using both the Chi-Square and Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient
tests resulted in significant Chi-Square and r_ levels for both types
GEOGRAPHIC
DISTRIBUTION
OF
PROGRAMS
BY
REGION
FOR
THE
TOTAL,
SURVEY
AND
PROGRAM
POPULATIONS
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of comparisons (p. < .005 and p. < .01 respectively). 4 The dis-
tribution differences between the populations were negligible and the
correlation coefficients for the survey and program populations com-
parisons with the total number of campuses surveyed and the survey
population were +.967 and +.960 respectively. The categories used for
determination of geographic location of campuses were those of the
National Association of Student Personnel Administrators (see Note
a, Table 2, for regional descriptions).
Campus Sizes
A similar comparison was made between population by size of
campus. The Chi-Square statistics for both comparison groups, that
is, between all campuses surveyed and the survey population, and
between the survey population and program population, were both
significant (p. <2. .005). However, the correlation coefficients for
these groups were relatively low, +.546 and +.521 respectively
(p . .200). On the basis of the data in Table 3, the percent dis-
tributions of campuses by total student enrollments were somewhat
uneven across all of the populations. The most substantial dif-
ferences between the populations occurred in the "under 1,000" cate-
gory; the number of campuses in the total, survey and program popula-
tions was 49, 2 and 0 respectively.
Type of Institutional Control
The percent population distributions of institutions by type of
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institution control, that is, whether institutions were public or
private with regard to their fiscal corporate status, are presented
in Table 4. The Chi-Square statistics for the comparison groups pre-
viously described were not significant (p. < .90)/’ However, the
number of cases in each population did result in almost identical
percent distributions across all three population categories for both
public and private institutions. The correlation coefficients for
the pairings of public and private campuses across population cate-
gories were high, that is, +.999 and significant (p. -C .001).
Number of Years in Existence
On the basis of the data in Table 5, more than half or 59.0 per-
cent of the programs reported that they had been in existence, that
is, had been operating under the direction and/or coordination of a
full- or part-time staff member, for three or more years. Only 12.0
percent of the programs reported that they had been in existence for
less than one year.
Summary
The sizes of the survey and program populations were rather large
for this kind of study. The frequency distributions that were obtained
for both of these populations were what would be expected at a signifi-
cance level of p. < .005. The distribution of programs by institu-
tional size was also what would be expected at p. “C. .005. Unlike the
total number of campuses surveyed and the survey population, the
TABLE
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program population did not contain any programs at campuses whose
sizes were under 1,000 enrolled students. In regard to type of insti-
tutional control, the Chi-Square statistic for the pairing of type of
institutional control by numbers of cases in each population was not
significant despite the fact that the reported percent distribution of
institutions by type of institutional control were almost identical
across all population categories. The majority of programs had been
m existence for more than three years and only 12.0 percent had been
in existence for less than one year.
Program Resources
The data on program resources were obtained from questionnaire
items which covered the following topics: program staffing, program
coordination, program funding and program access to and use of com-
puter hardware and software.
Staff Sizes
Forty-six percent of the programs reported that they had one or more
full-time research staff members. The percent distribution of these pro-
grams that did report having full-time staff was as follows: one staff
member, 26.0%; two or three members, 14.0%; four or more members, 6.0%.
In contrast to the data on full-time staff, 91.1 percent of the
programs reported having two or more part-time staff members. The
percent distribution of the number of programs that reported having
56
part-time staff was as follows: one staff member, 11.7%;
four members, 54.9%; five to eight members, 27.5%.
two to
Coordination/Direct ion
All of the programs Indicated that they had a director of stu-
dent affairs research or a staff member who assumed a similar responsi
,
. . 6bility
. Although these persons reported to a variety of higher-
echelon administrators, the majority reported to either a "Dean of
Student Affairs' or "Vice President for Student Affairs" (32.6% and
21.7% respectively). The remaining 45.7 percent reported to a wide
variety of administrative staff across academic, student personnel
and campus-wide departments.
Program Funding
The financial resources of programs were separated into two
categories: the percent of the 1973-1974 Division budget allocated
for student affairs research by parent institutions, and the percent
of program budgets that was obtained from outside agencies. On the
basis of the data in Table 6, a majority of the programs reported that
their Divisions allocated from one to three percent of their Division
budgets for student affairs research programs. On the other hand,
only twelve of the fifty-one programs in the program population indi-
cated that they received funding from outside sources; the remainder
stated that they received "none." In regard to program staffing,
there was a positive relationship between the reported percent
57
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allocation of Division budgets for research programs and the number
of full-time program staff members (p. < .001; see Appendix F,
Table 1). In general, there was a negative relationship between the
percent of program funding from outside sources and the percent of
Division funds allocated for such programs (p. .004; see Appendix
F, Table 2). Finally, 54.0 percent of the programs reported that
they planned to spend more time seeking funds from outside sources,
whereas 42.0 percent reported no planned change and 4.0 percent
planned to spend less time in seeking outside funding for their pro-
grams .
Computer Resources
The computer resources of programs were measured in terms of the
adequacy of and program accessibility to computer facilities and in
terms of whether or not programs used statistical packages for their
data processing and analyses.^ Approximately one-half or 47.1 percent
of the programs reported that their computer facilities were adequate,
but not sufficiently accessible. On the other hand, 49.0 percent of
the programs reported that their computer facilities were both ade-
quate and accessible. More than half or 62.1 percent of the programs
reported that they used statistical packages for at least part of their
data processing and analyses. In general, there was a negative rela-
tionship between the number of full-time program staff and the use of
statistical packages (p. “C .013; see Appendix F, Table 3).
Summary
programs reported that they du not a tulUtlme
St3£f "ember
-
Kh6reaS 3 indicated having two or more part-
time Sta“ me"berS
- A11 ° f «» programs indicated that they were
under the coordination of a full- or part-time staff member and that
hese coordinators reported to an upper-echelon student per-
sonnel administrator. In regard to ftfinancial resources, a majority
programs reported that they received from one to three percent
of their total Division annual budget, and a majority reported that
they received no funding from outside sources. Although almost half
of the programs indicated that their computer facilities were adequate
but not accessible. 49.0 percent reported that their computer facili-
ties were both adequate and accessible. More than half of the pro-
srams also reported that they used statistical packages such as
SPSS or Biolled.
Program Processes
Program processes—that is, "those activities that programs
engage in that are associated with the design, implementation,
development and evaluation of research projects and programs" 8
~were
studied in terms of the "kinds of research" 9 designs being used by
programs, the extent to which programs used nationally standardized
versus locally designed instruments, the extent of program intra-
institutional interdepartmental collaboration, the extent to which
programs Included decision-maker information needs in the project
designs, the amount of program time allocated for the education of
colleagues about the purposes and uses of research, the kinds of
problems encountered in conducting programmatic research, the kinds
of interest in interinstitutional cooperation, and whether or not
programs were engaged in some aspect of longitudinal research.
Kinds of Research
"Kinds of research" refers to the types of research paradigms
used by research programs
.
10
Respondents were asked to estimate the
percentage of their resources that were allocated for "experimental,"
non-experimental" and "evaluation" research projects. The defini-
tions of these three types of research paradigms were included in
item III-A on the survey questionnaire as follows:
Experimental Research : Statements of formal
hypotheses
,
statements of dependent and inde-
pendent variables, controls for extraneous vari-
ables, theoretical contexts, etc.;
““ Non-Experimental Research : Informal or no
statement of hypotheses, dependent and inde-
pendent variables not specified, few or no
controls for extraneous variables, etc. (e.g.,
opinion polling, needs analysis, case studies);
and
— Evaluation : Methods of assessing staff,
program, departmental and/or divisional effect.'
.'e-
ness j experimental or non—experimental
.
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On the basis of the data in Table 7, the reported allocations of
program resources was substantially higher for evaluation research
than for either experimental or non-experimental research. However,
the percentage of programs that allocated more than forty percent of
their resources for non-experimental research was substantially higher
than the percentage of programs that allocated more than forty per-
cent of their resources for both evaluation and experimental research.
In general, the extent to which programs were involved in non-
experimental research was positively related to the number of part-
time program staff members (p. .022; see Appendix F, Table 4). Of
those programs involved in such research (92.0%), 4.3 percent had no
part-time staff members, 8.7 percent had one member, 58.7 percent had
from two to four members, and 28.3 percent had from five to eight
part-time staff members.
Instrumentation
A majority or 70.0 percent of the programs reported that at least
fifty percent of their research was conducted with instrumentation of
their own design. Similarly, 46.0 percent of the respondents reported
that more than eighty percent of their instrumentation was self-
designed .
The percentage of programs that reported using nationally stan-
dardized instruments is presented in Table 8. The instruments which
62
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DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAMS BY USE OF VARIOUS KINDS OF
NATIONALLY STANDARDIZED INSTRUMENTS
Instruments Use of Instruments
% N
College and University Environ-
mental Scales 43.1 22
College Student Questionnaire 33.3 17
Omnibus Personality Inventory 27.5 14
Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory 25.5 13
College Characteristics Inventory 15.7 8
Adjective Check List 13.7 7
Institutional Goals Inventory 13.7 7
Freshman Student Information Form 7.8 4
Stern Activity Index 5.9 3
California Psychological Inventory 5.9 3
Biographical Inventory for Students 3.9 2
Inventory of College Activities 2.0 1
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received the greatest usage were the College and I'niversity Environ
mental Scale (CUES), the College Student Questionnaire (CSQ)
,
the
Omnibus Personality Inventory (OPI)
,
the College Characteristics
Inventory (CCI)
,
the Adjectives Check List (ACL), and the Institutional
Goals Inventory (IGI). Sixteen other types of nationally standardized
instruments were also specified by programs, but none of these was
used by more than eight percent of the programs.
Program use of the CUES was significantly related to the extent
of program allocation of resources for both experimental and evalua-
tion research. On the basis of the data in Table 9, among those pro-
grams that reported using the CUES and were involved in experimental
research, reported usage of this instrument was highest for those pro-
grams which allocated from one to ten percent of their resources for
this kind of research (p. .010). On the other hand, of those, pro-
grams that reported using the CUES and were involved in evaluation
research, reported usage was highest for those programs which allo-
cated from twenty to forty percent of their resources for this kind of
research (p. -<. .044; see Table 10).
In contrast to program use of the CUES, the reported use of the
OPI for experimental research was almost evenly distributed across all
but the higher levels of program resource allocation for this kind of
research (p. -<C .039; see Table 11).
Intrains titutional Collaboration
The reported extent of program collaboration with offices of
65
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institutional research, academic departments and non-divisional
administrative departments at parent institutions was almost evenly
distributed across these three institutional areas. As Table 12 indi-
cates, the amount of reported program collaboration was not extensive.
From 22.5 percent to 32.7 percent of the programs reported no involve-
ment in intrainstitutional collaboration. Among those that did indi-
cate involvement in collaborative endeavors, approximately half of the
programs reported that ten percent or less of their time was spent in
intrams titutional interdepartmental collaborative activities.
Of those programs at private institutions, 40.0 percent reported
that they were involved in collaboration with non-divisional adminis-
trative departments. In contrast to private institutions, a majority
or 84.2 percent of those programs at public institutions indicated
that they were involved in this kind of intrainstitutional collabora-
tion (see Appendix F, Table 5). In general, the extent of program
collaboration with non-divisional administrative departments was
positively related to institutional size (p. .006; see Appendix F,
Table 6) . The exceptions were those programs at institutions with
total student enrollments of 5,000 to 10,000. Finally, the extent
to which programs reported that they were engaged in this kind of
collaboration was positively related to the number of years that pro-
grams said they had been in existence (p. .050).
A similar pattern with regard to type of institutional control
was observed for the amount of time that programs reported spending
69
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in collaborative endeavors with academic departments. Forty percent
of those programs at private institutions reported Involvements in
this kind of collaboration (p. < .033; see Appendix F, Table 7). On
the other hand, a majority or 87.2 percent of those programs at public
institutions reported that they were involved in collaboration with
academic departments. In general, the extent to which programs
reported allocating resources for experimental research was positively
related to the extent to which programs collaborated with academic
departments (p. ^ .006; see Appendix F, Table 8).
Extent of Program Use of Decision-Maker Information Needs
Approximately half or 57.1 percent of the programs reported that
more than fifty percent of their research activities were intention-
ally designed to meet the information needs of their Divisional
decision-makers. The extent to which programs reported that decision-
maker information needs were included in program activities was, in
general, positively related to institutional size (p. ^ .001; see
Appendix F, Table 9) and the number of part-time program staff mem-
bers Cp • .011; see Appendix F, Table 10). In addition to these
relationships, there was a negative relationship between the extent
to which programs reported using decision-maker information needs in
their project designs and the degree to which programs used nationally
standardized instruments and a positive relationship with the extent
to which instrumentation was self-designed (p. ^ .038; see Appendix F,
Table 11).
/i
Education of Colleagues
Approximately half or 43.8 percent of the programs reported that
they spent up to ten percent of their time educating their colleagues
about student affairs research; one-third of the programs reported
spending from ten to thirty percent of their time for this purpose.
Nineteen percent of the programs reported that they did not put any
time into this activity.
Research Problems
On the basis of the data in Table 13, the greatest problem that
reportedly confronted research programs was that of inadequate fund-
ing. Among the respondents, 54.9 percent indicated that this was
their primary problem. Other substantial program problems included
the assessment of administrative needs, the design of projects, the
evaluation of research projects, the choice or design of appropriate
instrumentation, data processing, and reporting of results. Eight
other types of problems were also reported but none were specified
by more than 3.9 percent of the programs.
Of those programs that indicated that the evaluation of their
research activities was a problem, 57.1 percent were at institutions
with enrollments over 20,000. In general, the percentage of respon-
dents that reported that research evaluation was a problem was posi-
tively related to institutional size (p. -C .002; see Appendix F,
Table 12). Of those programs that were at public institutions, 51.2
percent reported that they had problems with the evaluation of
72
TABLE 13
DISTRIBUTION OF PROGRAMS BY KINDS OF RESEARCH
PROBLEMS ENCOUNTERED
Kind of Problems Experienced Problem
% N
Financial 54.9 28
Assessing Administrative Informa-
tion Needs 47.1 24
Project Design 41.2 21
Evaluation of Research 41.2 21
Instrumentation 35.3 18
Data Processing 33.3 17
Reporting of Results 23.5 12
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research. On the other hand, none of the programs at private insti-
tutions reported that they had problems in this area (p. < .010:
see Appendix F, Table 13).
In regard to other types of problems, a majority of those pro-
grams which had either one or four-or-more full-time staff members
reported that they encountered problems in the areas of project
design, instrumentation and reporting of results (see Table 14). On
the other hand, only one of the programs that had two or three full-
time staff members reported that it encountered problems in the areas
of project design and instrumentation; although approximately half of
these programs did state that reporting of results was a problem.
Inter institutional Cooperation
Programs reported an interest in interinstitutional cooperation
in the following areas: information sharing (88.2%), project design
(58.8%)
,
cost-sharing (33.3%), and in-service workshops (2.0%).
Interest in the area of cost-sharing was distributed rather evenly
across all geographic regions (p. -< .048; see Appendix F, Table 14)
and across all ranges of extent of program involvement in non-
experimental research (p. <1.039; see Appendix F, Table 15).
Involvement in Longitudinal Research
Approximately half or 58.3 percent of the programs reported that
they were engaged in the design, implementation and/or evaluation of
longitudinal research projects.
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Summary
This section of Chapter III, which covered the largest section
of the survey questionnaire, has reported the results of a number of
items. In summary, programs appear to be placing more emphasis upon
evaluation research projects than upon experimental and non-
experimental studies. A majority of the programs reported that they
relied upon self-designed instruments, although use of four nationally
standardized instruments, the CUES, the CSQ, the OPI
,
and the MMPI,
were reported by a number of programs. Program use of the CUES was
significantly related to the extent to which programs allocated
resources for both experimental as well as evaluation research,
whereas the OPI was only significantly related to the extent of pro-
gram resource allocation for experimental research.
In regard to intrainstitutional collaboration, the extent of
reported program collaboration was almost evenly distributed across
three institutional structures—offices of institutional research,
academic departments and non-divisional administrative departments.
More than half of the programs at private institutions were not
involved in any collaboration with either academic or non-divisional
administrative departments. The results also indicated that program
collaboration with academic departments was negatively related to the
extent to which programs were involved in experimental research.
Approximately half of the programs reported that they inten-
tionally include the information needs of divisional decision-makers
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In at least fifty percent of their research activities. The extent
of this input was positively related to institutional size. Aside
from the primary problem of insufficient program funding, the second
most often reported problem was that of assessing administrative
information needs. Other problems that programs reported included
project design, instrumentation and reporting of results. The three
most desired areas for interinstitutional cooperation were informa-
tion sharing, project design and cost-sharing.
Program Contents
As explained in Chapter II, many of the items on the survey
questionnaire were described as being in more than one conceptual
category. Although the term and subsequent chapter section describ-
ing "program contents" primarily refers to and addresses those topics
which research programs focused upon, that is, the subjects of their
studies such as housing services and student orientation programs,
several items discussed earlier in this chapter under "Program
Processes have possible direct as well as indirect implication for
this section. These additional "cross-over" items include:
(1) instrumentation; (2) the extent of decision-maker input into the
research process and organization; (3) the kinds of problems
encountered by programs; and (4) areas of possible interinstitutional
cooperation in student affairs research. 11 These topics will be dis-
cussed in the following chapter. The remainder of the present chapter
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will present the data that directly pertain to "program contents."
that is. the subjects or topics with which programs were reportedly
concerned
.
Research Topics
Respondents were asked to indicate their past, present and future
planned research activities in a variety of areas within the realm of
student personnel services. The data that indicate the extent to
which programs reportedly had been, were, and planned to become
involved in various areas of research are presented in Table 15. The
areas were ranked by the number of programs that reportedly had been,
were, and would become involved in each area of research. "Differ-
ences" and "cumulative difference" scores as defined in the table
noted were calculated for all areas listed. Thus, the rank ordering
of areas could also have been accomplished by using either of these
scores instead of the number of respondents ("n"—also defined in the
table notes)
.
Several trends in the percent distribution of programs and dif-
ferences scores seem to warrant further attention at this point.
Overall, 60.0 percent of the past-present differences scores decreased,
whereas only 27.0 percent of the differences scores decreased for the
present-future. The opposite trend is evident for differences scores
that increased; only 40.0 percent of the differences scores increased
for the past-present, whereas 60.0 percent of the differences scores
increased for the present-future. In addition to these trends in
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differences scores, the number of Increases and decrease, in cura-
tive difference scores for all areas are equal; that Is, seven or
4b ' 7 percent for each
>
wl th one score showing neither Increase nor
decrease
.
The most pronounced Increases In the percentage of programs
conducting research between the past and present were in the areas
of student needs assessments, office management, admissions and stu-
dent attitude assessments. On the other hand, the most pronounced
increases between the present and future were in the areas of staff
training, food services and judicial systems. In regard to compari-
sons of decreases across areas, the most prominent decreases in pro-
gram involvement between the past and present were in the areas of
food services, recreation and student activities, orientation pro-
grams and housing. On the other hand, the most apparent decreases in
program development between the present and future were in the areas
of career planning and placement and to a lesser extent the areas of
admissions, counseling and testing services, and student needs assess-
ments. Overall, the most pronounced increases in cumulative dif-
ference scores were in the areas of staff training, student needs
assessments and office management, whereas the most evident decreases
in these scores were in the areas of food services and recreation and
student activities.
The remainder of the discussion of the results of this subsection
will focus on a number of cross-tabulations of the above research areas
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by other questionnaire iter,. Only one area of research was signifi-
cantly related to campus size-student needs assessments (p. - .0082
see Appendix F, Table 16) .12 Mos£ program3 „ £Very ^ Qf
were reportedly very involved in this area of research and more than
half reported having past, present and future commitments to needs
assessments. Campuses under 1,000 and over 20,000 in total student
enrollments appeared to have the most rapid rate of growth of involve-
ment in this area.
In regard to types of institutional control, more than half of
the programs at public institutions reported that they had been, were
and would be involved in orientation research projects, whereas only
25.0 percent of the programs at private institutions reported a simi-
lar commitment. In addition, 75.0 percent of the programs at private
institutions reported that they would not be conducting research in
this area in the future (p. . 003 ; see Appendix F, Table 17).
The amount of Division funding of programs seemed to have a
substantial relationship to three areas of research. The extent of
program involvement in the areas of counseling and testing and admis-
sions was negatively related to Division funding of programs
(p* .032 and p. .026 respectively; see Appendix F, Tables 18 and
19). The area of recreation apparently departed from this pattern;
unlike the previously-described areas, programs reported that recrea-
tion was and would continue to receive more research attention than in
the past, especially from those programs whose Divisional allocations
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for programmatic research were from four to six percent (p. < , 02 2
see Appendix ?, Table 20).
In general, the extent to which programs were Involved in experi-
mental research was positively related to program involvement in
research that addressed career planning and placement services
(p. C .002; see Appendix F, Table 21). The extent of program involve-
ment in non-exper imental research was positively related to the extent
of program involvement in the areas of housing services and recreation
programming, however, respondents did report that the area of housing
services had and would receive a steadily increasing amount of research
attention (p. C .001; see Appendix F, Table 22), whereas the area of
recreation in general would reportedly receive no noticeable change
in the extent of research involvement (p. .001; see Appendix F,
Table 23)
. Involvement in research in the area of housing was also
positively related to the extent to which programs reportedly included
decision-maker information needs in their research process (p. <L .007:
see Appendix F, Table 24). Similarly, research involvement in the
area of student attitude assessments was also positively related to
the reported extent of use of decision-maker information needs in the
operations of programs (p. -C .004; see Appendix F, Table 25). Most
programs reported a definite commitment to conducting future research
in these areas, that is, the areas of housing services and student
attitudes
.
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S ummar
y
This section of Chapter III discussed the contents of research
programs in terms of the reported involvements by programs in various
areas of research. The trends in differences scores were more posi-
tive in direction for the present-future scores than for the past-
present scores. The most apparent cumulative increases in the number
of programs involved in research were in the areas of staff
training, students needs assessments and office management, although
reported program commitments to future research in the area of stu-
dent needs assessments resulted in a substantial decrease in the num-
ber of programs that would be involved in this area. On the other
hand, the most apparent cumulative decrease in the number of programs
involved in research was in the area of counseling and testing ser-
vices. In regard to reversals in program involvement, that is, a
sizable change in decrease and increase between differences scores
for the past-present and present-future, the largest reversals in a
positive direction were in the areas of financial aid and student
judicial systems, whereas the largest reversals in a negative direc-
tion were in the areas of orientation programs, recreation and student
activities and food services.
In regard to data that resulted from cross—tabulation of research
areas, programs at almost every size of campus reported past, present
and future commitments to student needs assessments: twice as many
programs at public institutions reported involvements in orientation
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programs than were reported by programs at private institutions the
amount of Division funding for research programs was negatively
related to reported program involvements in the areas of counseling
and testing services and admissions, whereas such funding was posi-
tively related to the number of programs that reported involvements
in the area of recreation and student activities. In regard to rela-
tionships between kinds of research and areas of research, reported
program involvements in experimental research were positively related
to involvements in the area of career planning and placement; reported
involvements In non-experimental research were positivelv related to
the areas of nousing services and recreation and student activities:
the reported extent to which programs included the Information needs
of student affairs decision-makers was positively related to the num-
ber of programs that reported Involvements in the areas of housing
services and student attitudes assessments
.
Questionnaire Assessment
Three items on the survey questionnaire were directed at assess-
ing the instrument in terms of respondent answers to questions regard--
ing the value of the instrument, the completeness of the instrument
and respondent desire for a copy of the reported summarv results of
the study.
Yalue of the Instrument
The overall value of the survey Questionnaire was measured bv a
respondents
Straightforward forced choice subjective it. which asked
whether or not the instruct was educational and/or informative.
Three-fourths or 73.9 percent of the respondents reported that the
questions asked in the survey instrument were educational and/or
informative.
Questionnaire Completeness
A majority or 68.4 percent of the respondents reported that the
questionnaire was complete, that is, that essential items which
addressed their concerns were not omitted. Those respondents that
did indicate that they felt that omissions had been made (31.6%) cited
that a wide variety of specific research topics that they would have
wanted included in the questionnaire which ranged from evaluation of
specific services and programs to information about specialized cost-
benefit systems and management techniques. Each of these items was
mentioned by only one respondent.
The Management Orientation of Programs
As presented in xable 1, Chapter II, a number of the items on
the survey questionnaire were viewed as being either directly or indi-
rectly conceptually related to management-oriented activities of pro-
grams, that is, those activities which address or reflect resource
allocation in student personnel services. This section will not dis-
cuss those items which crossed over into the area of management
h/
orientation; a discussion of this subiect will be presented in
Chapter XV along with other conclusions about the results of the
study. However, several questionnaire items did specifically address
the subject of management orientation of programs the results of
which follow.
Program Purposes and Goals
Respondents were asked to state both the purpose (s) and goals of
their research program by answering open-ended questions that
requested each respondent to write his/her program purposes and goals
statements. All statements were then transcribed, coded and placed
into categories. The largest percentage of purpose statements fell
into two broad categories, "evaluation of services and programs"
(approximately 30%) and "obtaining and providing information about stu-
dent needs and interests" Capproximately 15%) . The remaining purpose
statements (approximately 55%) covered a wide varietv of topics from
stimulating program development" and "providing recommendations for
policies reviews to very vague statements such as "conduct research'
and improve student services" to very specific statements such as
"evaluate faculty perceptions of student services" and "evaluate with-
drawal procedures ' (see Appendix E)
. All purpose statements were rated
on a scale of one to five in terms of their apparent degree of articu-
lateness versus ambiguity. The results of the ratings of program
purpose statements were as follows: "very vague," 2.2%: "vague,"
50.0%; "average," 30.4%; "articulate,"’ 8.7%: and "very articulate,"
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8.7%. In addition to these results, it is also worth noting that
11.8 percent of the respondents did not distinguish between their
purpose and goal statements: when this occurred, such statements were
included in the total group of purpose statements but were excluded
from the group of goal statements from which goal categories were
derived
.
In contrast to the statements of purpose, goal statements clus-
tered into eight more distinct groupings within goal priority levels
which were indicated on the survey instrument as a sequence of three
open-ended questions. The percent distribution and ranks of program-
prioritized goal statements for each goal category is presented in
Table 16.
The distribution of goal statements across priority levels
deserves further elaboration at this point. With the exception of
goal statements which fell into the category of “generalized topics,”
the three most frequently occurring goal categories were identical
for all three priority levels, that is, "student characteristics,"
evaluation and assessment," and "management information systems."
The least frequently occurring statement categories were "general
se lf
-studies , " "research development," and "environmental characteris-
tics."
All program goal statements for each priority level were rated
on the ambiguity-articulateness scale previously described. In
general, there was a slight decrease in the level of respondent
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articulation of goal statements as the
The number of goal statements for each
as the priority level decreased.
goal priority level decreased,
priority level also decreased
Accountabilit y
The vast majority or 94.0 percent of the respondents reported
that they viewed their research programs as contributing to account-
ability in the area of student affairs and student personnel services.
The remaining 6.0 percent were either undecided about this issue
(4.0%) or in disagreement with the majority viewpoint (2.0%, that is,
one program)
.
Responses to the questionnaire item pertaining to accountability
were significantly related to program staffing, inclusion of decision-
maker information needs and the research area of student needs assess-
ments. Of those programs that did have one or more full-time staff
members, 95.6 percent reported that they thought that student affairs
research contributed to Divisional accountability (p. <<..008; see
Appendix F, Table 26). of those programs that reported that research
does contribute to accountability, 15.3 percent reported that they had
been, were and would be conducting research in the area of student
needs assessments (p. <^..029; see Appendix F, Table 27). Finally, of
those programs that held the majority viewpoint, 60.9 percent indi-
cated that more than fifty percent of their research included decision-
maker information needs in the design and implementation of research
projects (p. < .033; see Appendix F, Table 28).
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Future Research Areas
A majority of the respondents (72.5%) reported that they planned
to become involved in program evaluation projects. Other future
research plans included the areas of management-by-objectives ( 45 . 1%),
programming-planning-budgeting systems (27.5%), management information
systems (25.5%), model building (23.5%), and simulation studies
(9.8%). Programs in Regions One, Three and Four-East expressed con-
siderable interest in the area of management information systems
(p. < .015; see Appendix F, Table 29). In general, the number of
full-time program staff members was positively related to program
plans to become involved in program evaluation projects. However,
all of the programs with four-or-more full-time staff members reported
that this area was not an area of future research (p. .008; see
Appendix F, Table 30). Program plans to become involved in simula-
tion studies were positively related to the percent allocation of
Divisional funds for programmatic research in student affairs
(p. ^ .015; see Appendix F, Table 31).
Of those programs that did report involvements in experimental
research, 53.6 percent reported that they had plans to engage in
research activities that would be related to management-by-objectives
(p • .031; see Appendix F, Table 32). In addition, of those pro-
grams that indicated having plans to engage in management-by-objectives
research projects (45.1%), 95.6 percent reported that they felt that
student affairs research contributed to Divisional accountability
(p. .010; see Appendix F, Table 33).
')2
Summary
The largest percentage of program purpose statements fell into
two broad categories
"evaiuation of services and programs" and
"obtaining and providing information about student needs and inter-
ests." In contrast to purpose statements, goal statements clustered
into eight more distinct groupings within three goal priority levels.
Kith the exception of goal statements which fell into the category
of "general statements," the three most frequently occurring goal
categories were "evaluation and assessment," "student characteristics,
and "management information systems."
In regard to the issue of programmatic research and Divisional
accountability, the vast majority of programs reported that they
viewed their programs as contributing to accountability in the area
of stuaent affairs and student personnel services. Of those programs
that did hold this majority view, 15.3 percent reported that they had
been, were and would be involved in the area of student needs assess-
ments. In addition, approximately two-thirds of the group that held
the majority viewpoint reported that more than fifty percent of their
research intentionally included the information needs of student
affairs decision-makers in the design and implementation of research
proj ects
.
The management orientation of programs was also directly related
to the topic of future research plans of programs. A majority of the
programs reported that they planned to become involved in program
evaluation projects; others reported future involvements were in the
areas of management-by-objectives,
progranmting-planning-budgeting
systems, management information systems, model building and simula-
tion studies. 1„ general, the reported number of full-time program
staff members was positively related to program plans to become
Involved in program evaluation projects. Program plans to become
involved in simulation studies were positively related to the
reported percent allocation of Divisional funds for programmatic
research
.
Finally, of those programs that reported involvements in experi-
mental research, one-half also reported that they had plans to become
involved in research activities that would be related to management-
by-ob j ectives and almost all of those programs that reported that they
had plans to become involved in management-by-objectives reported that
they felt that student affairs research contributed to Divisional
accountability.
Summary
Chapter III has presented the results of the study in six sec-
tions: (1) the demographic characteristics of the populations;
(2) program resources; (3) program processes; (4) program contents;
(5) questionnaire assessment; and (6) the management orientation of
programs
. An analysis of the demographic characteristics of all the
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university campuses survevpilveyed, the survey population and the program
population resulted in the following:
- The distribution of programs across geographic regions were
very similar for most regions within the total population, the survey
population and the program population.
-- The distributions of programs across categories of campus
size by all three populations were what would be expected.
- The distributions of populations by type of institutional
control were almost identical for both public and private institu-
tions. However, the Chi-Square statistics using the Yates correction
was not significant and the Phi Coefficient further indicated that
there was a statistical lack of strength of association for this cross-
tabulation.
Approximately half of the programs reported that they had been
in existence for more than three years, but approximately ten percent
had been in existence for less than one year.
In regard to program resources, half of the programs reported
that they did not have a full-time staff member. A majority of the
programs received from one to three percent of their total Divisional
budget. Very few programs received funding from outside agencies.
Computer resources were reported as being adequate and accessible by
only one-half of the programs
,
and more than half of the programs used
purchased statistical packages for some portion of their data process-
ing and analyses.
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The results obtained fret, an analysis of the questionnaire it—
dressed program processes revealed that a majority of the pro-
grams were apparently placing more emphasis upon evaluation research
than upon either experimental or non-experimental research projects.
Two nationally standardly instruments that measure student needs
and personality characteristics were significantly associated with
evaluation research and experimental research. Approximately half of
the programs did not report any type of collaboration with other
departments within their Institution (excluding collaboration within
their own Division). Half of the programs reported that they inten-
tionally include at least fifty percent of the decision-making needs
of administrative personnel in the design and implementation of their
projects. In regard to the kinds of problems that programs encoun-
tered, the most frequently reported occurrences of problems were in
the areas of program funding, project design, assessing Information
needs of decision-makers, instrumentation and reporting of results.
In regard to program contents, the areas of research which
received the greatest amount of overall research involvement were
staff training, student needs assessments and office management. The
most apparent overall decrease was in the area of counseling and test-
ing services. The area of student needs assessment received attention
from programs at every size of campus. The amount of Divisional fund-
ing for programs was positively related to program involvements in the
area of recreation and student activities but was negatively related
to program Involvements In the areas of admissions and
testing services.
counseling and
Results obtained from Items which provided opportunities for the
esearcher to assess the survey questionnaire generally Indicated
that most programs thought that the Instrument was educational and/or
informative, that Is, sufficiently complete in Its coverage of perti-
nent topics and general Issues in student affairs research.
The final section of Chapter 111 discussed the results obtained
from those questionnaire items that were earlier designated as being
related to the management orientation of programs. In general, the
most frequently occurring program purpose and goal statements fell
into categories which, as the next chapter will further put forth,
directly and indirectly address the management-oriented activities
of programs. The view that programs contributed to Divisional
accountability was positively related to the extent of decision-maker
input, the extent of program involvement in student needs assessment
research, and the number of full-time program staff. Likewise, future
research areas such as management-by-objectives, programming-planning-
budgeting systems and management information systems were reportedly
the most often planned areas of future research activity.
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CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSIONS AMD DISCUSSION
Conclusions
The results of the study presented a description of the popula-
tion of student affairs research programs that responded to the survey
questionnaire and the data that addressed the management orientation
of these programs. Some of the descriptive data were obtained from a
set of cross-tabulations of paired variables which were in turn
obtained by a screening procedure using the Chi-Square statistics as
discussed in Chapters II and III. None of the following conclusions
represent inferences to the total population of university campuses
surveyed
.
A Description of the Programs
Demographic Characteristics
. Population Sizes: 151 of the
291 university campuses surveyed responded to the survey question-
naire and constituted the "survey population.” Of these 151 respon-
dents, 51 or 33.8 percent— the "program sample"—reported that they
had a student affairs research program.
Geographic Distributions: The differences in distributions
between the total survey and program populations were negligible.
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CamPUS S1ZM! The dlf£e«nces in dlStribuUon„ among the popu-
lations were moderate. The largest differences occurred in the
under 1,000” campus size cateporv The8 y. percentage of programs in the
program population ranged from 11.8 percent at campuses with total
student enrollments between 1,000 to 5,000 to 27.5 percent at campuses
with total student enrollments over 20,000.
Type of Institutional Control: The differences in distributions
between the populations were negligible. Eighty percent of the pro-
grams reported that they were located at public institutions, whereas
20.0 percent of the programs reported that they were located at pri-
vate institutions.
Number of Years in Existence: Approximately fifty percent of
the programs reported that they had been in existence for three or
more years. Only 12.0 percent of the programs reported that they had
been in existence for less than one year.
—
r
—
§
ram Resources . Staff Sizes: Forty-six percent of the pro-
grams reported that they had one or more full-time staff members. In
contrast, 96.1 percent of the programs reported having two or more
part-time research staff.
Program runding: A majority of the programs reported that their
Divisions allocated from one to three percent of their Division budgets
for student affairs research. Only twelve of the programs reported
that they received funding from outside sources. The amount of
Divisional funding was positively related to the number of full-time
10J
program staff but was negatively related to the reported percent of
program funding received from outside sources. One-half of the pro-
grams reported that they planned to spend more time seeking funding
from outside sources
.
Computer Resources: Although most of the programs reported that
their computer facilities were adequate for their needs, almost one-
half reported that their facilities were not sufficiently accessible.
Two-thirds of the programs reported that they used statistical
packages for at least part of their data processing and/or analyses,
and the reported use of such packages was negatively related to the
number of full-time program staff.
Program Processes. Kinds of Research: The reported allocation
of program resources was substantially higher for evaluation research
than for either experimental or non-experimental research. The extent
to which programs were involved in non-experimental research was posi-
tively related to the number of part-time research staff.
Instrumentation: A majority of the programs reported that at
least fifty percent of their research was conducted with instrumenta-
tion of their own design. In regard to program use of nationally
standardized instruments, approximately one-half reported use of the
College and University Environmental Scales, one-third reported use
of the College Student Questionnaire, and one-fourth reported use of
the Omnibus Personality Inventory and the Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Inventory. Of these programs that reported using the CUES,
the largest percentage of these programs allocated Tom or, ?0 tc .
percent of their resources for experimental research, and from twenty
to forty percent of their resources for evaluation research. Reported
program use of the OPI was almost evenly distributed across all cate-
gories of resource allocation for experimental research.
Intrains titutional Collaboration: The reported extent of pro-
gram collaboration with office of institutional research, academic
department and non-divisional administrative departments at parent
campuses was almost evenly distributed across these three institutional
areas, but the amount of collaboration was not extensive. Most programs
at public institutions reported collaboration with academic and non-
divisional administrative departments, whereas only 40.0 percent of
the programs at private institutions reported similar involvements.
Campus size and the number of years that programs had been in exist-
ence were both positively related to collaboration with non-divisional
departments; the extent of program involvement in experimental
research was positively related to program collaboration with academic
departments.
Extent of Program Use of Decision-Maker Information Needs: Sixty
percent of the programs reported that more than fifty percent of their
research activities were intentionally designed to meet the informa-
tion needs of student affairs decision-makers. Program use of such
information was positively related to campus size, the number of part-
time program staff and the extent to which programs used self-designed
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instruments; however, it was negatively related tn6 i o program use of
nationally standardized instruments.
Education of Colleagues: Most of the programs reported that
they spent time educating their colleagues about student affairs
research.
Research Problems: One-half of the programs reported that their
biggest problem was insufficient funding and the assessment of
decision-maker information needs. Other frequently occurring prob-
were project design, evaluation of research, instrumentation,
data processing and reporting of results. Problems in the area of
evaluation of research were positively related to institutional size
and fifty percent of the programs at public institutions reported that
research evaluation was a problem, whereas none of the programs at
private institutions reported having this kind of problem. Problems
in the areas of project design, instrumentation and reporting of
results were most frequently reported by programs with either one or
four-or-more full-time staff members.
Interinstitutional Cooperation: Most of the programs reported
that they were interested in inter institutional information sharing:
one-half of the programs reported an interest in cost-sharing and one-
third expressed an interest in cooperative project design.
Involvement in Longitudinal Research: One-half of the programs
reported that they were engaged in some aspect of longitudinal
research
.
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Program Contents
. Respondents were asked to report their past,
present and future planned research activities in a variety of areas
within the realm of student personnel services. The most apparent
overall reported increases were in the areas of staff training, stu-
dent needs assessments and office management, although future commit-
ments to research in the area of student needs assessments were fewer
than for present commitments. The most apparent overall reported
decrease was in the areas of counseling and testing services.
Research in the area of student needs assessments was positively
related to campus size; the extent of Divisional funding of programs
was positively related to program involvements in the area of recrea-
tion and student activities but was negatively related to involve-
ments in the areas of counseling and testing services and admissions:
involvements in experimental research were positively related to
involvements in the area of career planning and placement: involve-
ments in non-experimental research were positively related to the
areas of housing services and recreation and student activities; use
of decision-maker information needs was positively related to the
areas of housing services and student attitudes assessments; and twice,
as many programs at public institutions reported involvements in the
area of orientation programs as at private institutions.
The Management Orientation of Programs
Although a number of items on the survey questionnaire had possi-
ble implications for the management-oriented activities of programs
J 05
as discussed in Chapter II, only four items directly addressed this
topic. Extrapolations from other items are presented later in this
chapter.
Program Purpose s. Respondents were asked to state their program
purpose (s) by answering an open-ended question. The largest percent-
age of these statements fell into the categories of "evaluation of
services and programs" and "obtaining and providing information about
student needs and interests." One-half of the statements were rated
as being vague, whereas only one-third were rated as being average and
less than one-fifth were rated as being articulate or very articulate.
-Program Goa ls
. A similar request was made for program goal state-
ments. In addition, programs were asked to list their statements
within three priority levels. In contrast to the statements of pur-
pose, goal statements clustered into eight more distinct groupings
goal priority levels. The most frequently occurring categories
of these statements were "student characteristics," "evaluation and
assessment" and "management information systems." Both the articu-
lateness and the number of goal statements decreased as the priority
level decreased.
Research Programs and Divisional Accountability
. Almost all of
the programs reported that they viewed their program as contributing
to accountability in the area of student affairs and student personnel
services. The data from several cross-tabulations supported this
majority viewpoint.
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Future Research Area s. A majority of the programs reported
that they planned to become involved in program evaluation projects.
Other frequently reported future plans included the areas of
management-by-objectives, programming-planning-budgeting systems,
management information systems, and model building. Program plans to
become involved in the evaluation of programs were positively related
to the number of full-time program staff; plans to become involved in
simulation studies were positively related to the extent of program
funding from Divisional budgets. Of those programs involved in experi-
mental research, one-half reported that they planned to become
involved in the area of management-by-objectives. Finally, of those
programs that reported plans to become involved in management-by-
objectives, most viewed student affairs research as contributing to
accountability in the area of student personnel services.
Discussion
Student Affairs Research Programs
The results of this study could not be said to be representative
of the entire population of research programs that were in existence
at the time that the total population of university campuses was sur-
veyed because the survey population was not random. However, several
inferences about the type of campuses where programs existed can
probably be made with considerable confidence; similarly, inference
about programs in the survey population can be made if the limitations
1U7
of the Chi-Square statistic that was used for
kept in mind.
screening purposes are
On the basis of the demographic characteristics of the popula-
tions, it seems reasonable to assume that the geographic distribution
Of programs is quite similar to that of the program population. It
might also be assumed that with the exception of those programs at
campuses with total student enrollments under 1,000, the distribution
Of programs by campus size also would be very similar to that of the
program population. Although both geographic and campus size distri-
butions might be representative of the programs in the total popula-
tion, the distribution of institutions by type of control is probably
not representative, despite the almost identical distributions between
the total, survey and program populations.
Turning to program resources, it is likely that at least one-
half of the programs at American universities have at least two part-
time staff members in view of the fact that almost every program in
the program population had two or more such staff members. It is
also likely that at least one-half of the programs receive from one
to ten percent of their Division's budget for research and that only
a small number of programs receive funding from outside. Similarly,
it is reasonable to assume that at least one-half of the programs
that do exist use statistical packages for at least some portion of
their data processing and analysis.
Inferences about program processes are more difficult to justify
I OR
since the results in this area did not Include a large number of
majority responses. However, a number of such responses did occur.
For example, a majority of the programs reported that at least fifty
percent of their research was conducted with instrumentation of their
own design. Thus, it is probably reasonable to assume that at least
one-half of the programs that exist conduct fifty percent of their
research with instrumentation of their own design. Similarly, it
seems reasonable to assume that at least one-half of the programs
that exist at public institutions engage in collaborative endeavors
with other university departments and that fewer programs at private
institutions engage in such endeavors. In regard to the types of
problems encountered by research programs, it would be reasonable to
assume that at least one-fourth of the programs that exist experience
problems in the areas of program funding and the assessment of the
information needs of student affairs decision-makers. Finally, It is
also reasonable to assume that at least one-half of the programs that
exist are interested in interinstitutional cooperation in the area ot
information sharing.
Inferences from the data on content of the various programs seem
more reasonable to make since the number of programs that reported
similar responses was quite large for a variety of questionnaire items
lor example, from the cumulative scores in Table 15, it seems probable
that many of the programs that exist will become involved at least to
some extent in the areas of staff training, student needs assessments
and office management. Similarly, it appears that a number of pro-
grams will probably decrease their involvements in the area of coun-
seiing and testing services. Data that resulted from cross-tabulation
of reported program involvement in various research areas by selected
questionnaire items also might be useful in considering possible
inferences. One example might be that it seems reasonable to assume
that more programs at public institutions are involved in research on
orientation programs that are programs at private institutions. Like-
wise, it appears reasonable to assume that greater emphasis is being
placed upon counseling and testing research by those programs that
have less funding from their Divisional budgets and that more programs
will probably become involved in career planning and placement
research as these programs also become more involved in experimental
research activities.
^Implications for Management Systems Development
Referring back to the statement of Purpose of the Study in
Chapter I, a secondary purpose of this study was "to analyze the data
in order to determine the extent to which such programs are involved
in management-oriented research activities."^ The purpose of the
present discussion is to examine the data that both address and/or
have implications for those management-oriented research activities
that might contribute to management systems development within
Divisions of student affairs. Once more, referring back to Chapter I,
the definition of "management systems development" was as follows:
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The following discussion of management systems development and
its relationship to student affairs research programs is limited by
the set of items on the survey questionnaire which addressed and/or
had implications for management-oriented research activities. An over
view of these items was presented in Table 1, Chapter II.
Campus Size. From the results of the study, it seems reasonable
to assume that campus size is positively related to (1) the extent to
which student affairs research programs reported that they collaborated
with non-divisional administrative departments, (2) the extent to which
programs reported that they include the information needs of student
affairs decision-makers in their research activities, (3) the number
of programs that reported that the evaluation of research endeavors
was a problem, and (4) the number of programs that reported involve-
ments in the area of student needs assessments. It is hypothesized
that these variables are related to campus size because (a) larger cam-
puses are more complex and diverse in their organization which necessi-
tates that student affairs research programs become involved in the
information needs of a variety of departments and decision-makers,
Ill
and because (b) programs at larger campuses have
resources to draw upon and are therefore able to
with the evaluation of their activities and with
proportionately more
become more concerned
assessing student
needs rather than having to focus scarce resources upon a limited num-
ber of services and programs to the exclusion of discovering imbedded
characteristics of their student populations. One Implication for
management systems development might be that larger campuses are becom-
ing more concerned about the congruency between prevailing student
needs and the types of decisions that administrative personnel are
and/or should be contemplating. This conclusion is supported by
recent data on trends in campus management in Richard L. Harpel's
article, "Accountability: Current Demands on Student Personnel Pro-
grams," wherein the author reports that:
The great majority [of the student personnel programs sur-
veyed] had embarked on the initial steps of a redefini-
tion of goals and objectives (73% of the sample). Forty-
five percent had developed a program budget, 34% had cre-
ated a research and program evaluation effort within Stu-
dent Affairs, and 21% had implemented a management infor-
mation or resource management system. Only 10.7% of the
institutions reported that they had taken no action at
this time, the bulk of this group being the small, pri-
vate campuses.
^
Institutional Control
. The results of the study regarding dif-
ferences that may be related to type of institutional control lend sup-
port to the above implication. Of those programs at public institu-
tions, more than twice as many reported that they were involved in
collaborative activities with non-divisional administrative depart-
ments and were encountering problems in the evaluation of research
activities as were reported by programs at private institutions. The
situation is summed up rather nicely by a Dean of Students at a pri-
vate college:
"Denominational schools don't seem to have to 'justify'
student services the way large public institutions do."4 The same is
probably true of many of the smaller non-denominational private insti-
tutions. Thus, it seems reasonable to assume that unless endowments
or legislative appropriations increase in the future, concern for con-
gruency between student needs and decision-making will probably be
most evident in those student affairs research programs that reside at
the larger public institutions.
Pr ogram Staffing. With several notable exceptions, it seems
reasonable to assume (1) that the number of full-time program staff
is positively related to the number of programs that reported having
plans to become involved in the evaluation of student affairs services
and programs, (2) that the number of full-time staff members is nega-
tively related to the number of programs that reported use of statis-
tical packages for their data processing and analyses, (3) that the
number of full-time program staff members is negatively related to the
number of programs that reported problems in the areas of instrumenta-
tion, reporting of results and project design, and (4) that the number
of part-time program staff members is positively related to the extent
to which programs reported that they include the information needs of
student affairs decision-makers in their research activities. In
regard to these findings, one primary hypothesis seems reasonable:
the more resources that programs have in terms of ful 1-time staff
members, the more that such programs are able to become involved in
more complex tasks such as writing their own programs for data
analysis or implementing evaluation projects, which can be quite com-
plex depending upon the topics being studied. Similarly, it seems
plausible to hypothesize that programs encounter fewer of the prob-
lems mentioned above as their number of full-time staff increases.
However, it appears that the exceptions to these trends provide
the clues regarding possible implications for management systems
development. Although the number of full-time program staff members
seems to be positively related to the extent to which programs
reported that they plan to become involved in evaluation projects,
those programs which indicated having four-or-more such staff members
reported that they were not planning to become involved in this area.
In regard to problems that programs reportedly were confronted by,
there appears to be an overall negative relationship between the num
her of full-time staff members and the extent to which programs
reported being confronted by specific problems, that is, instrumenta-
project design and reporting of results. Nevertheless, neither
project design nor instrumentation were reported as problems by those
programs which reported having from two to three full-time staff
members— the middle range. It is suggested that these exceptions lend
support for the conclusion that most programs with three or more full-
time staff members have probably been involved in evaluation projects
tor some time and do not consider this area as a new area of research
to become involved in in the future and that programs which have two
or three full-time staff members have had sufficient experience and
resources that they have overcome problems in the area of instrumenta-
tion and project design but are not engaged in activities of such com-
plexity that they may once again face such problems as the largest
programs reportedly experience.
The implications from these trends and hypotheses might include
one or more of the following: (a) that program involvement in evalua-
tion projects is probably essential to the development of any manage-
ment activity, (b) that communication of research findings seem to
be the predominant problem regardless of the amount of program
resources, and (c) that there might be an optimal size for student
affairs research programs if they are to be cost-effective Divisional
endeavors. Implications from the trend regarding the number of part-
time program staff members and the extent to which programs reported
that they include the information needs of decision-makers do not
seem very apparent.
Instrumentation
. A majority of the programs reported that more
than half of their research instrumentation was self-designed. In
regard to nationally standardized instruments, the CUES, CSQ, OPI and
HMPI were reportedly used most often. On the basis of the data:
(1) use of the CUES is probably negatively related to the extent to
which programs are involved in experimental research projects and is
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possibly positively related to the extent that they are involved in
evaluation research projects, (2) use of the OPI is probably about
the same for those programs that are involved in various amounts of
experimental research activities, and (3) the extent to which programs
include the information needs of student affairs decision-makers in
their research activities is probably positively related to the extent
to which program instrumentation is self-designed and negatively
related to the extent to which programs use nationally standardized
instruments. It is hypothesized that (a) most programs design their
own instruments because it is probably less expensive than using
standardized instruments, and (b) that self
-designed instruments are
used more often because they probably reflect the specific information
needs of decision-makers more accurately than nationally standardized
instruments
.
In addition to these hypotheses, it is also worth noting that it
appears that when experimental research designs are used by research
programs, many programs prefer to use standardized instruments which
are primarily oriented toward the clinical diagnosis of personality
variables rather than being oriented toward the assessment of environ-
mental and/or sociocultural variables of their student populations.
This seems understandable in view of the inherent differences between
clinical instruments that measure personality dimensions and group-
oriented instruments that are primarily intended to measure attitudes.
If experimental research requires greater definition of dependent,
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independent and extraneous variables, then it would seen that the
Widely used standardized personality inventories which have a high
degree of construct and content validity would be more appropriate
for this kind of research than the less predictable attitude measure-
instruments. Anastasi has summarized this situation, pointing
out that:
The measurement of attitudes is both difficult and con-
roversial.
. . . Discrepancies between verbally
expressed attitudes and overt behavior have been notedin a number of studies.
. . . Attitude measurement also
presents a number of other methodological problems.
* * * T *ie ma3° r difficulties center around the properformulation of questions so as to avoid ambiguity, sug-
gestion, and other sources of error; adequate sampling
of the population in terms of size and representative-
ness; and control of conditions under which the survey
is conducted, such as ensuring anonymity of replies and
reducing the influence of interviewer characteristics .
^
ihese problems are not necessarily unique to attitude measurement but
are nevertheless prevalent in student affairs research as will be dis-
cussed in a later section.
The implications that might be derived from these findings could
include the following: (a) that student affairs research programs are
substantially dependent upon the extent to which they are able to
assist decision-makers in clarifying their information needs and upor
obtaining and providing such information for their use, and (b) that
most programs are probably much more concerned about obtaining informa-
tion about their own student populations rather than about comparing
their student characteristics with other campuses. The importance of
the role of communication between the researcher and decision-maker
seems apparent in both of these implications; the quality of self-
designed instrumentation is dependent upon the degree to which it
reflects the information needs of decision-makers and "by their very
nature most
. . . attitude scales must be custom-made to meet spe-
cific needs.
Involvement in Longitudinal Research
. The data pertaining to
program involvement in longitudinal research are straightforward; over
half of the programs surveyed reported that they were involved in the
design, implementation and/or evaluation of longitudinal research
projects. However, although the amount of data is small, the possible
implications that might be derived therefrom seem relatively numerous.
The basis for this assertion lies in the nature of such research.
Longitudinal studies require a much larger amount of research resources
if they are to be successful for the precise reason that the conditions
surrounding the acquisition of the data at one point in time must
closely correspond to the surrounding conditions of an identical study
at a later time. Thus, greater care must be taken in determining sam-
ple characteristics, questionnaire or interview content, protection of
records that are traceable to individual subjects or groups, and moni-
toring of possible changes in intervening and extraneous variables
which might effect statistical comparisons made between repeated mea-
surements. Nevertheless, the higher costs for this kind of research
can be proportionately more useful for the researcher and/or decision-
maker since the data that is obtained may provide a variety of
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information that would otherwise not be available.
The implications that might be derived from the data regarding
program involvement in longitudinal research might include the follow-
ing: (a) that a number of programs are involved in trend analyses of
their student populations, (b) that a number of programs are evaluat-
ing new programs and services by monitoring changes in longitudinal
data, (c) that many programs are attempting to measure student develop-
ment in quantifiable terms through longitudinal studies, (d) that
those programs that are involved in this type of research are spending
a sizable portion of their resources in order to determine the informa-
tion needs of their student affairs decision-makers, (e) that a number
of the programs involved in this type of research are also involved in
tae development and/or implementation of one or more management systems
such as MBO, PPBS and Performance Evaluation, and (f) that the longi-
tudinal data obtained by a number of research programs is used quite
often by student affairs decision-makers at a number of campuses in
both short- and long-range planning activities.
Intrains titutional Collaboration
. On the basis of the data
obtained from this study, the extent to which programs reported that
they were involved in collaboration with non-divisional administrative
departments was (1) positively related to campus size and the number
of years that programs reported having been in existence, and (2) more
prevalent at public rather than private institutions. These findings
lend support to the implications for management system development
discussed earlier that pertain to campus size and type of institu-
Lon
tional control. Not surprisingly, it appears that such collaborate
is probably quite dependent upon the length of time that programs have
been in existence. From the data obtained, it seems reasonable to
assume that most programs probably do not achieve such collaboration
until they have been in existence for at least two to three years.
Similarly, it also seems reasonable, then, to assume that many programs
do not have a substantial impact upon the development of management
systems in student affairs until they have been in existence for at.
least two to three years.
Inter institutional Cooperation
. Programs reported that they were
most interested in interinstitutional cooperation in the areas of
information sharing, cooperative project design and cost-sharing.
These findings may lend support to the implications discussed earlier
under "Instrumentation." That is, it seems reasonable to assume that
many of those programs that design their own instruments are probablv
in need of at least some assistance in the design of their projects
since the process of and instrumentation for obtaining research results
are usually very interdependent. Although this study did not differen-
tiate the kinds of information that programs reported wanted to share,
it may be reasonable to assume that most programs are probably more
interested in sharing information about the development of specific
research projects and/or their overall programs, rather than in shar-
ing information about the outcomes of specific studies.
alned that pertain to the topics
Research Topics. The data obt
that programs reportedly studied or planned to study were rather
diverse and provided a variety of possibly significant cross-
tabulations. Despite this diversity, several trends appear to emerge
which may have implications for management systems development in stu-
dent personnel services. One such implication might be that both stu-
dent needs assessments and student attitudes surveys are probably used
in various management practices at many of the larger university cam-
puses. Indeed, the pattern among several cross-tabulations seems to
support this possibility:
The number of programs that reported past, present
and/or future planned involvements in student needs
assessment projects were positively related to cam-
pus size;
Campus size xvas positively related to the extent to
which programs reported that they included the
information needs of student affairs decision-makers
in their research activities; and
— The extent to which programs reported that they
included the information needs of student affairs
decision-makers in their research activities was
positively related to the number of programs that
reported past, present and/or future planned
involvements in student attitude surveying.
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Thus, it appears that both student needs assessments and student atti-
tudes surveys are considered to be basic components of student affair-
research programs and management systems at many university campuses.
A second implication from the data might be that those research
topics which do not readily lend themselves to quantitative measure-
ment are most susceptible to increases or cutbacks in the amount of
Divisional funding for student affairs research. For example, the
number of research programs that reported involvements in the areas of
counseling and testing services and/or admissions was positively
related to the amount of Divisional funding for research programs. If
it is assumed that research in either of these areas is more than head
counting, then it seems apparent that measures of "success" or "pro-
ductivity" in either of these areas would be more difficult to develop
and implement because output measures are primarily psychological or
psychosocial in their nature. Therefore, it is assumed that those
programs and services within Divisions of student affairs whose out-
puts are more difficult to quantify will probably receive less atten-
tion from research programs and will probably not be included in any
management systems development activities until the more quantifiable
areas such as housing services and recreation and student activities
have received considerable attention.
Support for this second implication is available from the data
of this study and from the recent literature in student personnel
services. In regard to the pertinent data, it seems apparent that most
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research programs have involved themselves at least Lc e:,ient
the areas of housing services and recreation and student activities.
In addition, the number of programs involved in research activities
xn these areas is probably positively related to the extent to which
programs have been and are allocating their resources for non-
experimental research endeavors; that is, research projects which
place fewer demands upon existing program resources because the areas
of housing services and recreation and student activities are probably
quantifiable.
In regard to the recent literature in student personnel services,
a number of articles have appeared in professional journals that dis-
cuss various aspects of counseling services and admissions. ^ However,
few of these articles addressed specific output measures in terms of
the enhancement of student development or these specific service areas.
When evaluations of such services are conducted, the results usually
reflect a limited set of counseling practices or a particular theory
of what such services are supposed to provide and what their respec-
tive clientele are supposed to need. Nevertheless, the criteria for
measurement are not based upon student needs or counselor /advisor
behavior. To simplify the situation, Warner has suggested that
research programs "take the time to conduct a thorough needs analysis,
develop specific objectives, and select an evaluator to help with the
g
planning [of program evaluation projects]." Thus, it would appear
that those areas which are presently more difficult to quantify and
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therefore Included In management systems development activities might
themselves be more manageable If measures of their outputs are based
upon adequately assessed student needs and realistically-defined pro-
gram objectives. Here again we are reminded of the central role of
student needs in student affairs research and management systems
development
.
l^ur£oses_and^^ Although the data obtained regard-
ing program purposes and goals is limited to the procedures that were
used in this study to collect this information, several response trends
were so pronounced that it seems reasonable to make several inferences
about management systems development from this data. Thus, it seems
reasonable to assume that the primary purpose of many programs is
(1) the evaluation of services and programs, and (2) obtaining and
providing information about student needs and interests. Similarly,
the three most often occurring program goals are probably (1) assess-
ing student characteristics, (2) evaluation and assessment of programs
and services, and (3) activities related to the development and imple-
mentation of management information systems. These data lend support
to implications for management systems development discussed in sev-
eral preceding subsections. However, two additional implications
seem apparent, that is, (a) that evaluation activities and student
characteristics assessments are quite interdependent, and (b) that
the research activities of programs, especially those that are intended
to evaluate services and assess student characteristics, are often
intended to meet the management information needs of stud
nel decision-makers.
ent person-
ae imP°rtance of the relationship of these two activities to
management systems development is suggested in Anderson’s discussion
of the basic purpose of and processes used in evaluation activities
and Marco's discussion of the purpose and structures of needs assess-
ment activities. In regard to evaluation, Anderson suggests that
it xs possible ... to list some characteristics of evaluation on
which there is wide, if not universal, agreement": 9
(1) The primary purpose of evaluating an education or
training program is to provide information for
decisions about the program.
. . .
(2) Evaluation results should be useful for program-
improvement decisions, not just for decision
about continuation or termination.
(3) Evaluation information should be provided in time
to be useful for such decisions.
. .
(4) Evaluation is a human judgment process applied to
the results of program examination.
. . .
(5) Evaluation efforts should take into account the
long— and short-range objectives of the program.
^
And in regard to needs assessments, Marco points out that:
The process by which one identifies needs and decides
upon priorities among them has been termed needs
assessment
. In the context of education and training
programs, a need may be defined as a condition in which
there is a discrepancy between an acceptable state of
affairs and an observed state of affairs.
Needs assessment is likely to play a dual role in an
evaluator’s life. His special skills and experience
in formulating goals, and in the selection, application,
125
and construction of measuring instruments, etc. fit
But ^
rtlcularly for involvement in needs assessment.
,
lmpor tant
,
perhaps, needs assessment is itselfa valued tool for him, not only in the initial designprograms and evaluation studies but also for moni-
trse^vni^
31186 ^ the needS that Pro 8rams are meant
Thus, both evaluation and assessment activities are most useful when
they are intended for use by decision-makers and are important compo-
nents of an effective management information system and the management
systems development process.
.i?.c ius i°n °f Decision-Haker Information Needs
. From the data
obtained, it is probably reasonable to assume that the extent to which
most programs intentionally include the information needs of student
affairs decision-makers is positively related to (1) campus size,
(2) the number of part-time staff members, (3) the extent to which
programs design their own instruments, (4) the extent to which pro-
grams are involved in research activities in the area of housing ser-
vices, and (5) the extent to which programs are involved in student
needs assessment projects. In addition to several of the implications
discussed earlier in the section, these findings might be interpreted
in terms of the size of on-campus residential student populations.
That is, research programs at larger residential campuses are more
concerned with meeting the information needs of student affairs
decision-makers because the needs of a large number of students are
more apparent and the subsequent decisions regarding such needs are
more prevalent as well as easier to define. Indeed, the area of
residential life is often one where a large number and wide variety
of services and programs converge in order to meet the diversity of
tudent needs that almost always exist. A more general implication
from this hypothesis might be that the density of decision-making
within any area of student personnel services is probably positively
related to the extent to which an area is involved in management sys-
tems development activities, including student affairs research.
Ac countability and Programmatic Research . Of those programs that
viewed student affairs research as contributing to accountability in
their divisions of student affairs, a majority also reported that they
were involved in student needs assessments, that they had one or more
full-time program staff members, that they intentionally included the
information needs of student affairs decision-makers in their research
activities, and that they had plans to become involved in projects
that involved the implementation of management-by-objectives. Here
again, needs assessment, decision-making and a specific management
practice are associated with a basic management concept— that of
accountability.
Although the term accountability might be said to be "a largely
12untested concept in the field of education," one possible working
definition might be that it "represents acceptance of responsibility
for consequences by those to whom citizens have entrusted the public
service of education. . .
.
[It] acknowledges the public's right to
know what actions have been taken in the schools it supports and how
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effective these actions have been."” It follows that if the public
has a right to know, and is likeiy to exercise that right, then
institutional decision-makers will need to know how efficiently and
effectively their institutions are accomplishing what they are sup-
posed to be accomplishing. Thus, "institutions need data about costs,
educational programs, the impact of various educational policies, the
relationship of student characteristics to academic success, the
utilization of space, the effects of administrative decision, and
especially the relationship of expenditures to results ." 14 From this
viewpoint, the student affairs research program appears to be an
essential component of any management information system which in
turn is an important component of an overall management system, the
purpose of which is to achieve institutional efficiency and effective-
ness
.
Research Problems
. On the basis of the data presented in this
study
,
it is probably reasonable to assume that most programs are
encountering problems in one or more of the following areas: program
funding, assessing the information needs of decision-makers, designing
research projects, and evaluating various research activities. Simi-
larly
,
a smaller number of programs are probably encountering problems
in the areas of instrumentation, data processing and/or reporting of
results. In more general terms, it appears that many research pro-
grams are encountering problems that are directly related to account-
ability; that is, they are having difficulty answering three basic
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questions: (1) What should be done?; (2) how should it be done?:
and (3) Was it done? The first question depends upon the information
needs of decision-makers, the second upon the most appropriate means
for obtaining such information, and the third upon the quality of the
information provided; that is, whether or not it was usable. Thus,
one implication from these findings might be that research programs
must develop their own management systems in order to operate effi-
ciently and effectively.
.the second set of problems— instrumentation, data processing and
reporting of results
—
probably reflects specific aspects of the
problems discussed above; that is, problems in the area of instrumenta-
tion are probably closely related to the more general problems of
assessing decision-maker information needs and/or project design.
Similarly, data processing problems are closely related to the more
general problem of project design and problems in the area of report-
ing of results are probably closely related to the more general prob-
lem of research evaluation. It seems reasonable to assume, then, that
the problems that research programs are encountering are very similar
to the problems that would be encountered by most programs within or
divisions of student affairs as they attempt to address the issue of
accountability by becoming involved in management systems development
activities
.
Plans for the Future. From the data pertaining to future research
plans of student affairs research programs, it seems reasonable to
assume that most programs will become involved in one nr more activi-
ties that will be directly related to the development of specific
management practices. At the center of such activities will probably
be evaluation and assessment projects. In addition to evaluation
activities, many programs will also become involved in projects which
are directly related to the development of management-by-objectives
practices. Finally, a smaller number of programs will implement
projects in specialized areas such as programming-planning-budgeting
systems, management information systems and/or model building, while
a few programs will probably initiate sophisticated simulation stud-
ies
.
In addition to program plans to become involved in specific
management practices such as those listed above, a number of programs
may become involved in projects which will be designed to further our
understanding of basic attributes of institutions of higher education
from the viewpoint of General or Living Systems Theories.^ From
this perspective, for example, the process of evaluation can be
viewed as one of many self-regulating processes within a complex sys-
tem or as a complex system itself that comprises processes such as
goal clarification, monitoring of activities, measurement of outputs
and even evaluation of evaluation. The potential value of this kind
of approach for research seems sufficient to warrant further discus-
1
6
sion at this point.
The above examples leads to the suggestion that there are three
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levels of systems analysis: (1) the microanalytlc level, or analysis
that is concerned with attributes and processes of basic system con-
cepts and structures; (2) the mesoanalytic level, or analysis that is
concerned with the attributes and process of activities between system
components, and (3) the macroanalyt ic level, or analysis that is con-
cerned with the attributes and behavior of total systems. 17 An
example of an attribute or process at the microanalyt ic level would
be that of system output. In his excellent article that proposes "A
Scheme for Measuring the Output of Higher Education," Brown suggests
that fundamentally, the university is a growth environment, here,
resources are brought together for the convenience of the student who
wishes to grow. Here, learning is more efficient because of the
proximity, the extent, and the diversity of resources. Here, also,
the scholar, as he strives to extend the boundaries of knowledge, is
supported by the environment."^ The author then proceeds to list
five categories of outputs including (1) whole man growth, (2) spe-
cialized man growth, (3) growth in the "pool of knowledge," (4) growth
in society-at-large, and (5) the joy of growth and of being in an
educational environment. 1 ^
After defining categories of outputs in terms of an overall pur-
pose of higher education. Brown then continues his discussion by pro-
posing that it is "value added" outputs that constitute a "realistic
choice between 'no measures' (subjective judgments) and 'imperfect
O A
proxies.'" Thus, "input passes through the environment to become
output. The objective of higher education is to add value to the
input (student), as it passes through the environment (college)." 21
Finally, the author describes a method for the comparative measure-
ment of growth outputs of an institution in terms of output index
numbers that correspond to a set of institutional goals or objectives
and their suggested measures (see Tables 17 and 18).
A similar approach to the problem of defining and measuring the
outputs of higher education is presented by Astin in his article on
"Measuring Student Outputs in Higher Education." 22 The author first
defines three basic concepts, student inputs
,
student outputs and the
college environment
,
and then proceeds to derive four categories of
outputs from two kinds of outcomes of human performance measurement
—
cognitive and affective—and two kinds of data
—
psychological and
behavioral. He then continues by discussing the history of output
measurement in higher education in terms of his two-by-two scheme and
the implications of the scheme for future measurement and use of data
about student outputs.
Although quite brief, the above discussion of output measures are
probably satisfactory examples of analysis at the microanalytic level.
Such analysis is not primarily concerned with a specific type of
research subject or management practice; rather, it is concerned with
deriving a plan for understanding basic system attributes, one of which
is system outputs. The value of this kind of analysis at this level
may be that it encourages or perhaps requires the researcher or
TABLE 17
BROWN'S MEASURES FOR EDUCATIONAL GOALS 3
GOAL OR OBJECTIVE SUGGESTED MEASURE (S)
A. Learn to Feel
B. Learn to Retain Facts
C. Learn to Think
1. Student Testimony (e.g., stu-
dent's answer to question,
"Has college increased your
sensitivity to the problems of
others and your appreciation
for classical music by: 'a
great deal,' 'a modest amount,'
'not at all,' or 'decreased’?")
L
2. Student Testimony (e.g.,
"While in college has your
factual knowledge: 'more than
doubled,' 'increased some,'
'remained about the same,' or
'decreased' ?")
3. Difference between percentile
rank on CRE (or substitute
exam) and percentile rank on
SAT or ACT.
4. Difference between "before"
and "after" reading-listening
test on totally new material.
5. Student Testimony^ (e.g.,
"While in college your logic
and reasoning abilities have:
'more than doubled,’ 'increased
some,' 'remained about the
same,' or 'decreased'?")
6. Difference between "before"
and "after" score on Miller
Analogy Test.
13 J
IABLL 17
—Continued
GOAL OR OBJECTIVE
SUGGESTED MEASURE (S)
D. Learn to Decide 7. Student Testimony^ (e.g.,
While in college your ability
to choose alternatives, to
reject some life styles, and to
choose wisely: 'more than
doubled,
'increased some,'
remained about the same,' or
' decreased
'
?"
)
8. Difference between "before"
and "after" item analysis of
College Student Questionnaire.
E. Learn to Act 9. Student Testimony*1 (e.g.
,
While in college has your
effectiveness in communicating
ideas to others : 'more than
doubled,' 'increased some,'
'remained about the same,' or
' decreased
'
?"
F. Learn to Learn 10. Student Testimony*1 (e.g.,
"While in college have you
increased your ability and your
motivation to learn on your own,
to be a self-starter by: 'a
great deal,' 'a modest amount,'
'not at all,' or 'decreased'?")
11. Difference between "before"
and "after" item analysis of
College Student Questionnaire on
questions such as, "How many
books did you voluntarily read
in the last six months?"
12. Difference between "before"
and "after" score on an artifi-
cial language test.
TABLE 1 7—Cont Inued
GOAL OR OBJECTIVE
SUGGESTED MEASURE (S)
G. Choose a Career
H. Gain Admission to
Next Stage in Career
I. Develop Skills of One’s
Chosen Profession
13. Student Testinonyb (e.g., "i n
selecting a career, attending
college helped:
'a great deal,’
a modest amount,’ 'not at all •
or ’negative influence’?")
14. Percent of students who identi-
fied or altered specific career
goal while in college, as
measured by "before" and "after'
samplings
.
15. Student Testimony^1 (e.g., "Did
college move you along toward
your career goal: 'a great
deal,' 'a modest amount,' 'not
at all,' or 'negative influ-
ence ’ ?”
)
16. Change in percent declaring
graduate school (or medical or
law schools) intention "before"
and "after."
17. Student Testimony^ (e.g.,
"While in college your profi-
ciency in the skills of your
chosen profession: 'more than
doubled,’ ’increased some,'
'remained about the same,' or
'decreased ’ ?")
18. Difference between "before"
and "after" percentage of stu-
dents passing specific profes-
sional examinations such as the
Bar Exam or the CPA Exam.
1TABLE 17
—Continued
GOAL OR OBJECTIVE
SUGGESTED MEASURE (S)
J
. Earn a Living
K. Fulfill Society's
Manpower Needs
L. Identify New Phenomena
19. Number of pages published by
graduate school graduates in
scholarly journals.
20. Difference between Cartter
rating of school of under-
graduate enrollment and of firstjob (applicable to graduate
students only)
.
21. Student Testimony 13 (e.g.,
While in college my ability
to earn an acceptable living:
m°re than doubled,’ 'increased
some,' 'remained about the
same,' or ’decreased'?")
22. Ratio of starting salary of
age cohort of college gradu-
ates versus matched pair (by
ability and background) of per-
sons who did not attend college.
23. Student Testimony^ (e.g.,
"While in college my ability
meaningfully to contribute to
the manpower needs of the
nation and society increased
by: ’a great deal,' 'a modest
amount,’ 'not at all,' or
' decreased
'
?")
24. Faculty Testimony" (e.g.,
"During last year your most
significant discovery will
desirably alter the course of
history: 'a great deal,' 'a
modest amount,' 'not at all,’
or 'in a negative way'?")
TABLE 17
—Continued
1 36
GOAL, OR OBJECTIVE
SUGGESTED MEASURE (S)
M. Synthesize and Sum-
marize in New Ways
25. Number of dollars received from
new patents.
26. Faculty Test imonyb (e.g.,
"During last year did your
research and study result in
a new synthesis or summary that
wi 1 1 desirably alter the course
of history: 'a great deal,' 'a
modest amount,' 'not at all '
or
' in a negative way'?")
N. Communicate New
Knowledge
27. Faculty Testimonyb (e.g.,
"Your thinking and writing dur-
ing the last year has stimu-
lated professional colleagues:
'a great deal ,' 'a modest
amount,' 'not at all,' or
’negatively' ?")
0. Relate Knowledge to
Societal Problems
28. Number of pages published in
scholarly journals and books
during the last year.
29. Faculty Testimony 0 (e.g.,
"During the last year personal
consultation assisted in the
solution of important societal
problems: 'a great deal,' 'a
modest amount,' 'not at all,'
or 'a negative effect'?")
P. Carry Out Societal
Proj ect
30. Number of days spent consulting
(paid and unpaid) last year.
31. Faculty Testimony^ (e.g.,
"During the last year my hours
devoted to implementing a
society-aiding project contri-
buted to the success of that
TABLE 17
—Continued
GOAL OR OBJECTIVE
SUGGESTED MEASURE (S)
project: ’a great deal,' ’a
modest amount,' 'not at all,'
or ’negatively'?")
32. Number "graduated" from funded
training programs.
Evaluate Effectiveness
of Current Attacks on
Problems
33. Faculty Testimony 13 ( e .g.
During the last year my role
in evaluating the effectiveness
of various projects designed to
better society was: 'a great
deal,' 'a modest amount,' 'not
at all,' or 'negative'?")
Increase Dignity and
Self-Esteem of Faculty
34. Faculty Testimony 13 (e.g.,
"During the past year my image
of myself and my colleagues has
grown: 'a great deal,' 'a
modest amount,' 'not at all,'
or 'decreased'?")
35. Percentage change in compensa-
tion divided by percentage
change in income for entire
U.S.
Increase Student Enjoy-
ment While in College
36. Student Testimony 13 (e.g.,
"While in college you had: 'a
great time,' 'a good time,'
'little or no enjoyment,' or
'a miserable time'?")
37. Percent intending to donate
after college "before enrolling'
versus percent intending to
donate (or donating) "after
graduating.
"
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TABLE 17—Continued
GOAL OR OBJECTIVE
SUGGESTED MEASURE (S)
T. Provide Benefits to
Town Citizens
38. Faculty Testimonvb (e.g.,
During the past year town
residents not directly associ-
ated with the university bene-
fited from the university’s
presence: 'a great deal,' 'a
modest amount,' ’not at all,'
or 'negatively'?")
39. Change in number of part-time
students enrolled.
40. Change in number of public
lectures and performances
given.
Copied from Brown's article entitled "A Scheme for Measuring
the Output of Higher Education." See Note 18.
Student (faculty) testimony might 'nclude not only the assess-
ment of self-growth but also the growth of the student's (faculty's)
best friend. Ihus, an alternate to the question at measure one might
be "Has college increased your best friend's sensitivity
. . .
?"
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TABLE 18
BROWN'S ESTIMATION OF WEIGHTS ASSIGNED TO EDUCATIONAL
goals and their measures3
Weights Assigned
OlUKCIIVlS BY-
OBJECTIVE!: Mt ASUJU.S OF OllJliCTIvn* . iigii is Assigned
—
Mr.AM JR S UY
Faculty Students Public
Faculty
5
10 40 10 10 Learn !o Feel 1. Student Testimony
Gludcnl*
40
Public PftVfttt
5 5
30 00 25 50 Learn to Retain Facts 2. Student Testimony
3. ACT-SAT vs. GRE
4. Road-Lintcn Test
80 75 80 90
100 CO 50 70 Learn to Think 5. Student Testimony
6. Miller Analogy
80 80 50 50
30 100 80 50 Learn to Decide 7 Studcm Testimony
8. College Student Questionnaire
15 90 10 25
30 80 80 90 Learn to Act 9. Student Testimony 10 80 60 GO
100 80 30 30 Learn to Learn 10. Student Testimony
11. College Student Questionnaire
12. Artificial Language Test
60 75 20 20
300 410 275 300 SUBTOTALS FOR ITEMS 1-12 250 440 225 250
20 80 30 80 Choose a Career 13. Student Testimony 10 50 10 20
14. Per Cent with Career Goal 20 20 20 60
30 80 20 60 Move to Next Stage 15. Student Testimony 10 50 10 20
16. Per Cent Graduate School 40 4G 30 50
200 80 120 120 Develop Skills 17. Student Testimony 50 60 50 50
18. Specialized Exams 150 60 130 130
19. Pages Published" 0 0
20. Cartter Ratings' 0 0
40 90 80 120 Earn a Living 21. Student Testimony 30 60 40 40
22. Starting Salary 20 50 70 85
35 30 150 95 Fulfill Manpower Needs 23. Student Testimony 20 20 100 80
325 360 400 475 SUBTOTALS FOR ITF.M3 13-23 350 410 460 515
75 20 25 25 Discover New 24. Faculty Testimony 25 5 10 10
25. S New Patents 25 5 30 20
25 10 25 25 Synthesize New 26. Faculty Testimony 20 5 15 15
50 20 25 25 Communicate New 27. Faculty Testimony 20 5 10 10
28. Pages Published 35 10 10 20
150 50 75 75 SUBTOTALS FOR ITEMS 24-23 125 30 75 75
15 15 75 50 Relate New 29. Faculty Testimony 5 5 20 20
30. Days Consulting 10 10 60 40
5 20 75 20 Carry Out Project 31. Faculty Testimony 5 5 10 5
32. Training Progiams 0 5 35 15
5 15 50 30 Evaluate Project 33. Faculty Testimony 5 5 35 20
25 5U 200 100 SUBTOTALS FOR ITEMS 29-33 25 30 170 100
150 20 10 10 Dignify Faculty 34. Faculty Testimony 100 10 5 5
35. Faculty Compensation 100 10 20 10
30 70 15 25 Delight Students 36. Student Testimony 20 55 10 20
37. Per Cent Giving 10 5 5 5
20 10 25 15 Benefit Townies 33. Faculty Testimony 10 5 5 5
39. Part-time Enrollment 5 5 20 5
40. Number of Lectures 5 0 5 10
2C0 100 50 50 SUBTOTALS FOR HEMS 34-40 250 90 70 CO
1000 1000 1000 1000 GRAND TOTAL 1000 1000 1000 1000
aCopied from Brown's article entitled "A Scheme for Measuring
the Output of Higher Education." See Note 18.
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decision-maker to think about institutional functioning from a
Wholistic perspective, for example, growth, and to define various sys
ten attributes or components in terms of one another, for example
system outputs
,
which cannot be defined without also taking system
goals and inputs into consideration.
At the next level is mesoanalytic analysis, or analysis that Is
concerned with the attributes and process of activities between system
components. An example of an activity between system components at
this level would be that of evaluation
. Probably one of the most com-
prehensive, understandable and useful discussions of the process of
evaluation is presented in Educational Evaluation and Decision
23
Ha_king
. During the course of their discussion, the authors review
topics such as 'the symptoms of evaluation's illness," "a new defini-
tion of evaluation," "the decision-making process," "types of deci-
sions," "systems evaluation," and "input and output." They begin by
defining 'evaluation" in terms of a decision-making and informative
processing activity:
Educational evaluation is the (process) of (delineating),
(obtaining)
,
and (providing) (useful) (information) for
(judging) (decision alternatives).^
Next the authors discuss the implication of their definition for
various kinds of educational decisions and the settings in which such
decisions can occur. This discussion inevitably brings them to the
next step which is a discussion of the educational system as an infor-
mation processing organization. In turn, they are compelled to discuss
system, in
basic system components, the microanalytic leveL of the
order to place their definition of evaluation in systems terminol
In system terms, evaluation can be considered as having
de
^
isl0n situations, a process of optimiza-tion of data elements related to the decision situationand an output of the reduction of uncertaintv in terms
of the context of the system. In effect, the questionsto be answered occur in the model as input; the resource
availabilities (pupils, curriculum, staff, finance,
acility, and community) occur as constraints and/or
alternatives; and information related to the decision
situation as output.
Ogy
[Thus], an evaluation system serves education in the
sense of providing a reduction in uncertainty on the
part of the decision makers. ^5
Finally
,
the authors discuss the implications of their model of
evaluation, much in the same way that Brown and Astin discussed the
implications of their models of higher education outputs and the
implication of their models for measuring outputs. Here again, the
value of this kind of analysis at this level may be that it also
encourages the researcher or decision-maker to think about institu-
tional functioning in wholistic terms. However, at this level, that
is, at the mesoanalytic level of systems analysis, the wholistic
framework will probably be in terms of a specific set of process
terms such as those provided by decision and information theory, and
the attributes will probably be those of specific component inter-
actions such as evaluation
,
communication, planning or even deciding.
The last and most comprehensive level of analysis proposed is
that of macroanalysis; that is, analysis that is concerned with the
attributes and behavior of total systems. There are a number of
macrotheories that have been developed in recent years such as
Bertalanffy's General System Theory, Hutchinson’s Metamethodology,
Miller’s Theory of Living Systems, and a variety of less comprehen-
sive conceptual models that address specific systems such as Wiener's
Cybernetics, Ashby's Principles of Self-Organization Systems, Argyris'
Theory of Organization Behavior, Deutsch's Theory of Political Sys-
terns, and Baldrige's Theory of Institutional Behavior in Higher
Education
.
26 The present discussion will focus on the most compre-
hensive of system theories, that of James G. Miller.
In his excellent series of articles published in Currents in
an<^ Behavioral Science
, Miller presents general principles
which describe the behavior and organization of living systems from
the levels of the cell, organ and organism through the levels of the
individual, group and organization. The foundation upon which this
series of essays rests is an article entitled "The Nature of Living
Systems wherein the author discusses general systems behavior theory
•
OQ
as it applies at almost all levels of living systems. An example
of an attribute at the macroanaly tic level would be that of steady
state
;
that is, the fluctuating and continuous balancing of changes
of matter-energy and information in open systems in order to maintain
equilibrium.
From this basic systems concept, the author presents a number of
principles of living systems as they pertain to the phenomenon of
steady states. First he discusses system stress, strain and threat;
that is, "there is a ran^^^^ for each of the numerous
variables in all living systems. It is that range within which the
rate of correction of deviation is minimal or zero, and beyond which
correction occurs.
. . . stress can be anticipated. Information that
a stress is imminent constitutes a threat to the system ." 29 Next
come the processes of adjustment or "those processes of subsystems
which maintain steady states in systems, keeping variables within
their range of stability despite stresses ." 30 The primary concept of
system adjustment is feedback wherein a portion of the system or sub-
system output is returned to the origin of system input where compari-
sons between input and output levels are made. The importance of the
concept of feedback for maintaining steady states is logically
developed by Hiller:
When the signals are fed back over the feedback channel
in such a manner that they increase the deviation of the
output from a steady state, positive feedback exists.
When the signals are reversed, so that they decrease the
deviation of the output from a steady state, it is nega-
J_ive feedback
. Positive feedback alters variables and
destroys their steady states. Thus it can initiate sys-
tem changes. Unless limited, it can alter variables
enough to destroy systems. At every level of living sys-
tems, numerous variables are kept in a steady state,
within a range of stability, by negative feedback con-
trols. When these fail, the structure and process of
the system alter markedly
—
perhaps to the extent that the
system does not survive. Feedback control always exhib-
its some oscillation and always has some lag. When the
organism maintains its balance in space, this lag is
caused by the slowness of transmissions in the nervous
system, but it is only of the order of hundredths of
seconds. An organization, like a corporation, may take
hours to correct a breakdown in an assembly line days
or weeks to correct a Dad management decision. In a
’
society, the lag can sometimes be so great that, in
eff ect, it comes too late. General staffs often planfor the last war rather than the next. Governments
receive rather slow official feedbacks from the society
at periodic elections. They can, however
,
get faster
feedbacks from the press, other mass media, picketers,
or demonstrators. Public opinion surveys can accelerate
the social feedback process. The speed and accuracy of
feedback have much to do with the effectiveness of the
adjustment processes they mobilize.
Finally
,
Miller briefly discusses the development, process and
role of purpose and goals .
By the information input of its charter or genetic input,
or by changes in behavior brought about by rewards and
punishments from its suprasystem, a system develops a
preferential hierarchy of values that gives rise to
decision rules which determine its preference for one
internal steady state value rather than another. This
is its purpose
. It is the comparison value which it
matches to information received by negative feedback in
order to determine whether the variable is being main-
tained at the appropriate steady state value. ... A
system may also have an external goal
,
such as reaching
a target in space ... or it may have several goals at
the same time. . . . Natural selection permits only
those systems to continue which have goals that enable
them to survive in their particular environments. The
external goal may change constantly
. . . while the
internal purpose remains the same. ^
Miller's discussion of steady states is a good example of the
type of thinking that exists in the field of general system theory
development, although it does leave out a large number of more detailed
principles that are being postulated by scholars, such as directly
versus indirectly-coupled feedback, deviation-amplifying mutual causal
processes and system differentiation. It does, however, provide the
researcher or decision-maker with two important outcomes. First, it
provides a conceptual framework for the concepts used in the first
two levels of analysis. Thus, steady state processes are necessarily
composed of evaluation processes which are in turn composed of micro-
analytic concepts such as output, input and boundary. Secondly, this
level of analysis seems to lead directly to a number of interesting
implications about the behavior of any non-profit organization such
as an institution of higher education. This second type of outcome
deserves additional attention because of its practical value to stu-
dent affairs decision-makers.
One example of the applicability of macroanalytic system concepts
is the usefulness of such concepts for understanding the functional
differences between profit and non-profit organizations. Thus,
Hiller explains that:
[The major difference exists] because the monetary inputs
to profit-making corporations, in addition to being cash
income, also represent signals about the acceptance of
the system's products or services by its environment.
[On the other hand], many non-profit organizations oper-
ate without any such clear indication of effectiveness.
A university, for example, may annually receive a certain
income from endowment regardless of whether it performs
any services. Or it may receive a lump sum annual appro-
priation from the state or one based on the number of
students enrolled or on the number of student credit
hours taught—regardless of how well the instruction is
carried out. Similarly, there is little or no connection
between the income and effectiveness of many schools,
hospitals, mental hospitals, or other social agencies or
governmental units. . . . All of this means that feed-
backs about effectiveness usually flow to non-profit
organizations over tortuous channels. The signals are
often limited in usefulness, distorted, and very slow if
they arrive at all. 33
From this analysis it seems apparent that one of the major problems
of educational institutions in the future will be the development of
adequate operational definitions of system inputs and outputs in terms
of system costs and effectiveness. The concept of feedback compels
the researcher or decision-maker to come to grips ulth the quality of
the information that is processed by and is descriptive of system
functioning.
Looking back over these brief discussions of levels of systems
analysis, a number of additional implications about institutions of
higher education and student personnel services could be derived.
From Astin's discussion of outputs at the microanalytic level, it
seems reasonable to assume that research on the types of cognitive
growth of students, that is, whether various instructional environ-
ments contribute to fluid versus crystalized intellectual development,
would probably make a substantial contribution to the enhancement of
the educational process. Similarly, the discussions of Stuff lebeam
and others regarding evaluation at the mesoanalytic level seem to
raise potentially useful questions about the possibility of the
development of decision-maker oriented monitoring systems that might
provide a continuous periodic set of data about system trends which
might in turn substantially enhance the pattern recognition of uni-
versity staff* At the macroanalytic level, Miller's discussion of
steady state would raise research questions about the relationship
between institutional viability and variations in feedback lag time
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or the possible prevalence of the lack of steady state adjustment
processes in those institutions which have a preponderance of posi-
tive versus negative feedback. These are a second type of research
question that student affairs research programs may become involved
in in the future in addition to their endeavors in specific areas
of management systems development.
In this last subsection on the implications of student affairs
research for management systems development, possible future activi-
ties of programs have been discussed. In summary, there seem to be
two different types of activities that programs can become involved
in in the future; one is the area of specific management practices
such as the development of management information systems or
management-by-objectives programs, while the other is the area of
systems analysis regarding the functioning of a variety of system
structures and processes at different levels of system functioning.
In the best of all possible worlds, both seem necessary if research
programs are to achieve both efficient as well as effective results:
that is, the most viable programs will probably become involved in
both action-oriented as well as philosophical projects.' It is the
stance described by Chamberlain in his article "K.B.O., Student
Development and Accountability: A Critical Look":
Student development professionals must aspire to something
far more visionary than the ’prosaic* personality.
... In fact, the future of higher education in America
depends on our becoming student development advocates--
philosopher-activists who are able to prod the university
values
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uncler lying assumptions,
actions, in terms of their influence on thetotal development of students. At this time of uncer-
a nty and vacillation in higher education, any roleless than philosopher-activist will probably consign usto a professional oblivion we rightfully deserve. 3^
Assessment of the Study
lhis section of the study presents an assessment of the study
in terms of the purpose and potential significance of the study pre-
sented in Chapter I. Much of it is based upon the definition of
evaluation of Stufflebeam, that is, "educational evaluation is the
process ol delineating, obtaining and providing useful information
for judging decision alternatives ." 35 Although the purpose of this
study was not to assist decision-making, this definition of evalua-
tion is sufficiently applicable to the present assessment that further
definitions of the terms used in the above definition will be pre-
sented .
Process : A particular and continuing activity sub-
suming many methods and involving a number of steps or
operations
.
Decision Alternatives : Two or more different actions
that might be taken in response to some situation requir-
ing altered action.
Information : Descriptive or interpretive data about
entities (tangible or intangible) and their relation-
ships, in terms of some purpose.
Delineating : Identifying evaluative information required
through an inventory of the decision alternatives to be
weighed and the criteria to be applied to weighing them.
ilk talning ; Making information available
processes as collecting, organizing, and
t irough such formal means as measurement
>
3nd statistical analysis.
through such
analyzing and
,
data process-
i£ov^in£: Fitting information together into systems
or subsystems that best serve the purposes of the evalua-tion, and reporting the information to the decision maker.
Judging
:
.
The act of choosing among the several decision
alternatives; the act of decision making. ^
Some of the above definitions relate directly to the purpose of the
study while others, especially those that address decision-making,
are viewed as primarily useful for discussing the significance of the
study. In its format, the assessment will be structured as follows:
(1) The basic subsections will address the Content and Methodology of
the Study; (2) Each of these subsections will in turn discuss the
primary and secondary purposes of the study, that is, program descrip-
t: ^on and the management orientation of programs respectively; and
(3) Each of these subsections will address the survey instrument and
the survey results. Although this format may not be ideal, it probabl
covers most of the aspects of the definition of evaluation with the
limitation that at some points the contents and methodology of the
study are so interdependent that their placement in the above format
was rather arbitrary.
Content of the Study
Description of Programs
.
Instrumentation: The contents of this
study depended to a great extent upon the survey questionnaire that
was used to obtain data about student affairs research programs.
Although two-thirds of the programs reported that the instrument was
complete, that is, that primary areas of interest to programs were
not omitted, several comments can be made about the validity and
reliability of the instrument.
Content Validity: The content validity of the instrument, or the
extent to which tne instrument covered "a representative sample of the
behavioral domain to be measured ," 37 was not directly measurable since
the behavioral domain of student affairs research programs had not beer,
established prior to this study. Thus, the content validity of the
instrument was a priori limited by the extent to which the researcher’s
assumptions about such programs were valid and by the extent to which
specific questionnaire items actually measured what they were intended
to measure.
In regard to the assumption underlying the planning and design of
twe instrument, the researcher's knowledge about an earlier study of
management developments in higher education, which included a ques-
tionnaire tnat in part addressed the area of institutional research,
was somewhat useful. However, inspection of the instrument items
in that study revealed only a small number of items and concepts that
might have been added to the instrument in this study that might have
improved the instrument. The items that might have been included
would have addressed program staffing patterns in more detail, would
have addressed the extent of impact of research upon decision-making,
and would have addressed the institutional origins for research
projects
. in other resnert-a •P s, the instruments v;ere comparable or tin
instrument used in this study was more comprehensive.
Perhaps the tost significant emissions in the study were the U r U
of Items in the following areas: (1) the extent to which programs
were involved in research projects which directly related to student
cognitive, affective and psychomotor development, (2) the extent to
which programs actually interacted with student affairs decision-makers
in order to delineate their research information needs, and (3) the
extent to which the services or products of programs were actually
used by student personnal staff members.
Construct Validity: The construct validity of the instrument, or
the extent to which the instrument measured "a theoretical construct
,,39or trait, was not a factor in the design of the instrument since
little information about programs and no information about programs as
a population existed in the literature prior to this study. If a
general construct was used, it was that of the general division of
items on the questionnaire; that is, items were arranged into three
categories which seemed to cover the broad range of possible behaviors
of programs their resources, processes and contents. Possible con-
structs that might be used in future studies of such programs will be
discussed in the next section, "Implications for Future Research."
Criterion-Related Validity: The criterion-related validity of
the study, or the extent to which the instrument provided data that
could be used to predict "an individual's [or individual program's or
group of programs'] behavior in specific situations," was not a factor
in this study because it was not feasible to measure subsequent pro-
gram behavior or to implement a repeated-measures survey design, how-
ever, it was assumed that many of the questionnaire items were suffi-
ciently understandable and non value-loaded that responses to such
items would be adequate indications of actual behavior.
Iteu. Valiuity
: As discussed in Chapter II, the validity of the
items in the survey questionnaire was determined by a sequence or
critical reviews of the instrument by a sample of higher education
practitioners. However, after the results of the survey were analyzed
and interpreted, it became apparent that some of the items could be
less valid than others for several reasons: (1) Specific terms or
phrases used in some items may have been too ambiguous; (2) Some items
may have been incomplete; (3) Some items may have been too general:
and (4) The scaling of some items may have been inappropriate, espe-
cially for interitem comparisons such as cross-tabulations.
An example of the first type of possible error is questionnaire
item number III-G: "What percentage of your research is intentionally
designed to meet the needs, priorities, goals and/or objectives of
your student affairs decision-makers?" The objective of this item
was to measure the extent to which the actual information needs of
decision-makers are included in research projects. Instead, the phras-
ing of this item measures "intent," not actual behavior.
An example of the second type of possible error is questionnaire
1CSm nU",ber U' B: "t,Umb“ of «*« in your Divisi(!n presentlv engaged
in part-time research in student affairs, including students and para-
professional staff." The objective of this item was to measure the
extent of other-than-full-time staffing of programs. However, unlike
full-time staff members, part-time staff vary markedly in their degree
of skills and responsibility. Thus, undergraduate work-study students,
graduate assistants, secretaries and program interns all will probably
make different kinds of contributions and have different levels of
responsibility. Specifying the number of part-time staff members with-
out also indicating which kind of member may be somewhat misleading.
An example of the third type of possible error is questionnaire
item number II-E: "Percentage of your 1973-74 Division budget allo-
cated for student affairs research." This item was intended to measure
the proportionate amount of Division monetary resources that are allo-
cated for research programs. However, because it did not specify
proportionate amounts in specific categories such as salaries, equip-
ment, supplies and services, the totals as reported in answers to this
item may not reflect disproportionate allocations in critical budget
areas between Division budgets and research programs or among research
programs in the survey population.
Finally, an example of the fourth kind of possible error is ques-
tionnaire item number III-I: "Experimental Research: Statements of
formal hypotheses, statements of dependent and independent variables,
controls for extraneous variables, theoretical contexts, etc." The
scale used for this it« was act paralle, u, the sea,es used for iwo
other comparison Items within the item group that was intended to
measure the extent of resources allocated for various kinds of
research projects. In addition, the intervals of all of the scales
were unequal which eliminated the possibility of using interval-level
statistics for data analysis such as Pearson's r.
Despite these possible hindrances, most of the items on the
questionnaire appear to produce quite valid results. Some of the
item limitations could not be avoided because alterations would have
affected the length of the instrument, which was six pages and
required a substantial amount of thought and time from respondents
as presented in its existing form. Some of the problems in item
validity might have been eliminated if the researcher had been aware
of Rourke's essay mentioned earlier. However, the overall quality
of the instrument appears to have produced a substantial amount of
useful data and information as well as having met the standards for
adequacy expressed by a majority of respondents.
Reliability: The reliability of the instrument was discussed in
Chapter II in terms of its design. None of the standard reliability
tests were conducted because they were either inappropriate for the
type of instrument used or not feasible given the resource limitations
for the study. Instead, reliability was assumed when the questionnair
items had been refined to the point where they seemed explicit and
straightforward so that misinterpretation or differences in perception
would probably not occur if the instrument were to be administered a
second time to the same population. Similarly, it was also assumed
that reliability would be sufficient if the items were explicit
because the population being surveyed was comprised of student person-
nel practitioners with experience in the area of research and who
therefore probably would be quite consistent in their perception of
questionnaire items. These assumptions are probably correct: very
few questionnaires had non-solicited comments written on them, most
were filled out completely, and the validity of items seems to have
been sufficient for the purpose of the study.
The only problem that may be inherent in the instrument that
might affect reliability are those items which ask the respondent for
percentage estimations and those which were primarily open-ended, that
is, non-coded in format. Although there were eleven items on the sur-
vey questionnaire that asked for percentage estimations, only four of
these items seem to be rather susceptible to respondent estimation-
errors. ihe items were III-A (1, 2 and 3), which asked the respondent
to estimate the "percentage of resources . . . allocated for each of
the [three] kinds of research," and item. III-G, which asked respon-
dents to estimate the "percentage of your research [that] is inten-
tionally designed to meet the needs . . . ." Thus, the activities or
objects in these items for which estimations were requested were suf-
ficiently vague that estimation might vary in retest situations. The
remaining seven items which requested estimations referred to objects
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or activities which were more fancn'Kio at gible and therefore probably less
susceptible to estimation errors.
The second possible source of error In reliability might result
from the open-ended questionnaire Items, especially those that were
completely open-ended Instead of being a combination of both scaled
as well as open-ended, such as items III-E and III-F which asked
respondents to write the purposes and prioritized goals of their pro-
grams on the questionnaire. It is possible, under such conditions,
that some programs would provide somewhat different purpose and/or
goal statements if a second administration of the same instrument
were to be conducted.
Results : The results of the study that were presented in
Chapter III and summarized and discussed in Chapter IV covered a wide
variety of topics. The assessment of the data pertaining to the
description of programs was obtained from items on the survey ques-
tionnaire and from the results of assessments questionnaires dis-
tributed with copies of the initial summary report mailed to all
respondents and assessment questionnaires distributed to participants
at a conference presentation of the initial results of the study.
Finally
,
a number of pieces of correspondence were received that also
included evaluative comments about the overall study.
Instrumentation: Apparently the survey instrument itself was the
source of an important result. Three-fourths of the programs reported
that the instrument itself was educational and/or informative. One
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implication of this result might be that the quality of the question-
naire was substantial enough to be of value to respondents in the
acts of reading it and responding to the diversity of its items.
Report Assessment; Fifty-one percent of the program population
responded to a copy of the report assessment questionnaire. The
results were as follows
:
Respondents were asked to rate how useful the reported results
were in terms of their applicability to their decision-making needs.
Forty-four percent reported that it was useful; 52.0 percent reported
that it was useful but only somewhat so; 4.0 percent reported that
it was not useful for their decision-making needs.
In regard to which sections of the report were the most and least
interesting, one-third of the respondents indicated that the most
interesting part was the section entitled "Summary of Results." The
next most interesting parts of the reported results appear to have
been data obtained from cross-tabulations and then descriptive data
about programs. On the other hand, the data pertaining to the least
interesting parts of the results were the opposite of the data pertain-
ing to those parts that were the most interesting; that is, the data
obtained from cross-tabulations were reported as being the least
interesting followed by data regarding the demographic characteristics
of programs and then descriptive data about programs.
In addition to these results obtained from the report assessment
questionnaire, respondents were also asked to answer a multiple-response
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questionnaire item that listed a number of possible attitudes that
respondents might have toward the reported results. Table 19 presents
a summary of these findings.
A second set of results assessment data were obtained during a
presentation of the initial results of the study at the 1975 National
Conference of the National Association of Student Personnel Administra-
tors. A pre- and post-test were given to all participants to measure
participant reaction to the results of the study and the area of stu
dent affairs research in general (see Appendix G)
. Table 20 summa-
rizes the pre- and post-test data. The T statistic was not used to
test for significant differences between identical items on the pre-
and post-tests because of unequal sample sizes, unmatched cases and
a non-normal distribution of the samples. The Chi-Square statistic
was also not used to test for significant distributions because cell
frequencies were too small for some item values and because the num-
ber of degrees of freedom would be relatively small. On the basis of
the conference report assessment data, participants reported that they
felt that they were more interested in student affairs research after
hearing about the results of the study, that such research contributes
to student affairs delivery systems, that such research is an impor-
tant contribution to the management of student personnel services, and
that they wanted to learn more about student affairs research. Mean
scores increased and standard deviation scores decreased for all
items which might be interpreted as an indication that the results of
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TABLE 19
NUMBER OF PERCENTAGE OF RESPONDENTS BY VARIOUS RESPONDENT
ATTITUDES ABOUT THE REPORTED RESULTS
Responses
Respondent Attitudes Yes
n % n 0//a
Report was Educational 5 19.2 21 80.8
Report was Informative 21 80.8 5 19.2
Report was Bor ing 1 3.8 25 96.2
Report was Thought Provoking 5 19.2 21 80.8
Report was Irrelevant 1 3.8 25 96.2
Report was Interesting 8 30.8 18 69. 2
Undecided 0 0.0 26 100.0
TABLE 20
60
RESPONSES TO PRE- AND POST-TEST ITEMS ON TIE CONFERENCE
REPORT ASSESSMENT QUESTIONNAIRES
Questionnaire Items
Descriptive Data
Freq "/• /u ,, aMean St. Dev
.
n=14 n=17 n=14 n=17 n=! 4 n-17
Interest in S.A.R.
^
Very Interested 57.1 82.4
4.43 4.82 0.76 0.39
Interested 28.6 17.6
*
Somewhat Interested 14.3 0.0 * •
.
. •
, ,
S.A.R. Improve Student
Affairs Delivery Systems
Very Important 57.1 64
.
7
4.43 4.65 0.76 0.49
Important 28.6 35.3
Somewhat Important 14.3 0.0
. . • •
• -
S„A,.P\.. is an Important
Contribution to Manage-
ment
• • • • 4.57 4,65 0.76 0.49
Very Necessary 71.4 64 . 7
Necessary 14.3 35.3 a
Somewhat Necessary 14.3 0.0 « •
• • • •
Want to Learn More About
Student Affairs Research , . , , 4.57 4.65 0.76 0.49
Very Interested 71.4 64.7 • » • • #
Interested 14.3 35.3 .
. .
Somewhat Interested 14.3 0.0 • • • * • * *
Responses were on a five-point scale where, for example, a score
of "1" equaled "Very Important" and a score of "5" equaled "Unimpor-
tant." The scale values were reversed for data analysis to make
interpretation easier for the reader, i.e., "5" equals "Very Impor-
tant .
"
k"S.A.R." is an abbreviation for "Student Affairs Research."
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the StUdy hnd 9 substantial impact upon the participants.
Evaluative correspondence was also received from eleven studeur
personnel practitioners at the level of Dean of Students or above.
Approximately one-half of these letters stated that the study was
among other things "a very unique study that was needed," 'a report
which I will circulate within my Division for further consideration
regarding our research needs," and "an excellent report and study
which I am sure will assist our regional efforts to implement further
research on a more programmatic basis ." 40 In addition to the eleven
letters that contained more specific evaluative comments, eight other
letters were received which included comments similar to "thank you
for the time and energy that you have put into this study."
Limitation of the Results: The primary limitation of the results
of the study was that the results could not be used to make inference
about the entire population of student affairs research programs sine-’
the sample was known not to be random. However, the data regarding
demographic characteristics of programs were, in most instances, simi-
lar or almost identical for all three populations used in the study.
Ihus it is possible that a large number of the results regarding
specific questionnaire items may reflect the programs that do exist in
the total population; similarly, it is possible that trends in the
results of the study do reflect aspects of programs in the total popu-
lation in those instances where a majority of responses to an extreme
value of a questionnaire item occurred. Within the survey population,
that is, the total number of responses from which the program sample
was obtained, direct inferences from the data about research programs
can be made.
The Management-Orientation of Programs
. Instrumentation: As
discussed in Chapter II, a number of items on the survey question-
naire either directly addressed or were viewed as having implications
for management systems development activities of programs. Since the 1
implications of student affairs research programs for management sys-
tems development was a secondary purpose of the study, fewer items
were included on the questionnaire which directly addressed the topic
of management systems development. The present discussion will pre-
sent an assessment of those items which directly addressed management
systems development activities of programs and possible improvements
that might have been made during the design of the instrument to more
adequately fulfill the secondary purpose of the study.
Content Validity: Most of the previous discussion about the con-
tent validity of questionnaire items that related to the description
of research programs apply to the present discussion of content, con-
struct and criterion-related validity of management systems develop-
ment related items. In addition, several more specific comments can
be made at this point.
The questionnaire contained only a sample of the possible items
that could have been included in the instrument that would have
addressed the definition of "management systems development" presented
The primary
at the beginning of this section and in Chapter 1
omissions were the following: (1) an item that would have assessed
the actual extent to which programs interacted with decision-makers
m order to assess specific information needs of decision-makers,
U) an item that would have assessed the actual extent to which pro-
grams used the information needs of decision-makers in their research
activities, (3) an item that would have assessed how much evaluation
research was being conducted and whether or not such data when
obtained was used, and (4) an item that would have assessed the
extent of program involvement in the development of a student charac-
teristics data base.
In addition to these needed items, existing items included in
the instrument might have been improved if the terminologv of some
of the items had been more explicit and reflected the intent of the
questions. An example of such an item was discussed earlier, that is
item number III-G. Likewise, the open-ended purpose and goal state-
ment questions could have been more decisive in determining program
purposes and goals if a more comprehensive goals process had been
included in the instrument. However, space limitations precluded
such procedures.
Construct Validity: The instrument was not designed to test an
explicit hypothesis regarding the management systems development ori-
entation of programs. If a second survey x^ere to be conducted, this
would probably be very desirable. Nevertheless
,
the items that x^ere
included in this instrument that did directly addre us management sys-
tems development activities of programs were sufficiently valid to
provide an initial data set regarding the possible extent of program
involvement in management-oriented research activities, manv of whit!,
could be included in a conceptual framework of management systems
development
.
Criterion-Related Validity: In regard to management systems
development, this is probably the most critical type of validity for
this kind of study because program behavior is probably more diffi-
cult to assess than program intentions. Thus, it would be important
to differentiate between the goal of developing a management informa-
tion system and actually achieving specific objectives toward such a
goal. Most of the management systems development items included in
the survey questionnaire in this study were explicit enough that the
data obtained from such items is probably quite accurate and reflec-
tive of program behavior. However, a more comprehensive study would
probably attempt to measure the congruency between research program
reports of progress and decision-maker perceptions of service^ or
products actually provided by such programs.
Reliability: All of the discussion regarding the reliability of
items which described research programs are applicable to those items
which directly addressed management systems development activities of
programs
.
Results : The results of the study that addressed the management
systems development activities of programs were limited by the
validity and reliability of the questionnaire items as discussed
above. The results were sufficiently complete such that possible
implications about the relationship between student affairs research
and management systems development in student personnel services
could be derived. The degree to which these implications are viable
and/or inferable to the total population of research programs that
exists was discussed in an earlier section of this chapter.
Methodology of the Study
The methodology used to design, administer, report and evaluate
the study v/ere essentially the same for both the primary and secondary
purposes of the study, that is, a description of the programs and the
extent to which programs were involved in management-oriented research
activities. The following discussions apply to both purposes unless
otherwise indicated.
Design Parameters
. The primary limitation of the study that
affected its overall design was cost. Ideally, it would have been
preferable to have followed up as many non-respondents as possible in
order to achieve at least a ninety percent sample of the total popula-
tion. In order to offset this limitation, a variety of mail survey
techniques were employed to increase the size of the survey population,
that is, the total number of respondents to the survey questionnaire.
These techniques were discussed in Chapter II. The results of this
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effort was that a substantial number of returns were received.
Instrumentation: The Instrument was designed with as much a
priori information about student affairs research as could be obtained.
The format of the questionnaire was very straightforward. However,
several kinds of item validity and reliability problems were later
discovered as discussed in an earlier part of this section on assess-
ment of the study. The primary methodological improvements that might
have been incorporated into some of the items include (1) parallel
scaling of similar items, (2) use of interval scaling whenever possi-
ble, (3) use of ratio scaling for some items, (4) working of several
items so that they address program behavior instead of intended
behavior, and (5) constructing management systems development items
around a comprehensive theoretical model. In addition, the purpose
and goal statement items could have been extended so that the initial
steps of a goals clarification process might have been included. This
would, however, have increased the length of the instrument consider-
ably at the expense of some of the items that addressed various aspects
of program behavior.
Administration: The administration of the study could not have
been improved in regard to post-instrument design procedures, except
for telephone follow-up which was prohibited by project cost restric-
tions. Every possible technique was employed that would increase the
number of possible responses and improve the quality of responding.
Data Processing: The major difficulty in data processing was
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.odliifc ..»r multiple-response questionnaire items ami open-ended ques-
tion responses. Coding o£ purpose and goal statements Into mutually
exclusive categories was often difficult because of the lack of
respondent articulation in many instances or the conceptual simi-
larity between some statements. A goals clarification process which
might have been included in the instrument, might have improved the
researcher's ability to resolve some of these problems.
Data Analysis: Data analysis was limited by the nature of the
non-random sample and the limitation of the statistical programs used
to analyze multiple-response items, however, the number of such
multiple- response items was relatively small which did not affect the
possible analyses that might have been made to any great extent. By
far the greatest limitation was that caused by sampling. This could
not have been overcome without increasing the cost of the study
markedlv
.
j
Reporting of Results: The results were reported in a manner
which was appropriate for the purposes and limitations of the study.
Interpretation of Results: Interpretations of the results of the
study were made within the limits of the confidence of the data,
inferences to the total population of student affairs research pro-
grams were made only when the data and distribution of populations met
specific criteria. Implications from the results were discussed in
conditional terms at a level appropriate to the quality of the data
being referred to. r
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Assessmen
tematicallv st
study in terms
evaluation
.
t ot the Study: The assessment of the study was sys-
ructured to cover the content and methodology of the
of a nationally recognized definition of educational
Implications for Further Research
A number of implications for further research can be derived
j.rom the Conclusions, Discussion and Assessment section of the
present chapter. The primary topics for such research might include
further research regarding the nature of student affairs research pro-
grams and the relationship of such programs to the development of
management systems in student personnel services.
Student Affairs Research
It is probable that programmatic research in the area of student
sffsifs and student personnel services is being conducted at a number
of four-year colleges, vocational-technical schools, medical, dental
and veterinary schools and community or junior colleges throughout the
continental and territorial United States. A comprehensive study of
such research at all postsecondary institutions in the United States
might provide a substantial amount of information about different
approaches to such research in addition to information about the
diversity of research techniques and data that probably exist among
such programs. Furthermore, a comprehensive study of the suggested
scope could provide researche rs and decision-makers with the necessary
information to implement a series of research procedures and results
data banks.
Anotner possible area for further research could be the replica-
tion of the present study with some modifications of specific items
and follow-up of non-respondents to substantially Increase the size
oi. the response population. Such an approach would provide opportu-
nities to verify the initial finding of the present study in addition
to clarifying a number of specific issues about program structure and
behavior
.
A third possibility for further research might be the systematic
inventorying cf specific research paradigms and methodologies used bv
programs to study specific kinds of subjects. In recent years a num-
ber of innovative methods have been developed to obtain information
about a diversity of research subjects including goals clarification,
criterion-referenced evaluation, comprehensive achievement monitoring,
time series analysis, and congruency analysis to mention but a few.
Student affairs researchers and decision-makers would probably benefit
from the experience of other programs regarding the success or failure
of various methods of obtaining information through the use of dif-
ferent techniques. Likewise, such a study might provide a catalog
of kinds of subjects that have been studied by various research pro-
grams which could be updated periodically and thus provide opportuni-
ties for interinstitutional data sharing and trend analyses.
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Management Systems Develop;; ant
Any efficient and effectively operating student affairs manage-
ment system would probably be composed of a number of critical sub-
systems without which the system would not thrive. If accurate,
reliable, and timely information is the cornerstone of such systems,
then it would seem reasonable to assume that a system for obtaining
and providing such information would be essential. Student affairs
research programs could provide such information.
One possible area for further research in this area would be an
assessment of the extent to which student affairs research programs
actually delineated the information of student affairs decision-
makers and who used such information in their research activities.
Similarly, another possible area for further research would be an
assessment of the extent to which decision-makers actually used the
data that was provided by research programs and what the facilitating
factors for such use might be.
A third possible area for further research would be specific
types of management practices and programs such as management-bv-
objectives, management information systems and performance evalua-
tion. Much still needs to be known about these and other management
programs, how they should be modified to suit particular institu-
tional needs, what the most effective methods are for their implementa-
tion, and how successful they can be in performing their specific
purposes
.
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Systems Analysis
As discussed earlier in this chapter, several levels of systems
analysis exist which the researcher can draw upon to conceptualize
particular research situations. One possible area for further
research might be the development of systems concepts at various
levels in order to provide a framework for the development of manage-
ment systems development. For example, research programs might focus
upon the theoretical constructs regarding the relationship between
system evaluation, planning and decision-making functions. Or, they
might investigate the relationships between system outputs and other
critical system processes and products.
Perhaps the greatest value of researcli at the systems analysis
level is that it is likely to contribute to the integration of over-
all research activities as well as integration of management activi-
ties, if such activities are systematically studied. The cost of
such endeavors would probably be somewhat higher than research
projects which do not focus on the interaction of system components,
but the potential contributions would probably be proportionately
higher, especially over longer periods of time. Nevertheless, wha t
-
ever kind of research activity is undertaken, it seems reasonable to
assume that such activities will be most cost-effective if they
address the development of management systems. Whether simple or
very sophisticated in design, research projects which are conducted
on a programmatic basis and which are designed to improve the
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educational environment and experiences of students will proheWv
almost always improve the quality of student personnel services by
providing the necessary information for more effective utilization
and deployment of institutional resources.
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UNIVERSITY CAMPUSES SURVEYED
UNIVERSITY CAMPUSES SURVEYED
Adelphi University
University of Akron
University of Alabama
University of Alaska at Anchorage
University of Alaska at Fairbanks
University of Alaska at Juneau
University of Alaska at Ketchikan
University of Alaska at Sitka
American University
Arizona State University
University of Arizona
University of Arkansas at Little Rock
University of Arkansas at Fayetteville
University of Arkansas at Itonticello
Auburn University at Montgomery
Auburn University at Auburn
Ball State University
Baylor University
Boston College
Boston University
Bowling Green State University at Bowling Green
Bowling Green State University at Huron
Bradley University
Brandeis University
Brigham Young University
Butler University
University of California at Berkeley
University of California at Davis
University of California at Irvine
University of California at Los Angeles
University of California at LaJolla
University of California at Riverside
University of California at Santa Barbara
University of California at Santa Cruz
Carnegie-Mello University
Case Western Reserve University
Catholic University at America
University of Chicago
University of Cincinnati at Cincinnati
University of Cincinnati at Blue Ash
Clemson University at Greenville
Clemson University at Clemson
Clemson University at Sumter
University of Colorado at Colorado Springs
University of Colorado at Boul G'r
Colorado State University
Columbia University—Barnard Campus
Columbia University—Main Campus
University of Connecticut at Hartford
University of Connecticut at Storrs
University of Connecticut at Groton
University of Connecticut at Stanford
University of Connecticut at Torrington
University of Connecticut at Waterbury
Cornell University
Creighton University
Un iversity of Delawa r
e
University of Denver
Depauw University
University of Detroit
Drake University
Duke University
Dequesne University
Emory University
Fayetteville State University
r lor id a Agriculture and liech. University
Florida State University
University of Florida
Fordham University
George ilason University
George Washington University
Georgetown University
University of Georgia
Harvard University
University of Hawaii at Hilo
University of Hawaii at Manda
University of Houston
How'ard University
Iowa State University at Ames
University of Iowa
University of Illinois at Chicago
University of Illinois at Urbana
Indiana University East at Richmond
Indiana University at Fort Waynv
Indiana University at Indianapolis
Indiana University at Kokomo
Indiana University at Gary
Indiana University at South Bend
Indiana University at Jeffersonville
University of Idaho at lioscow
Indiana State University at Evansville
Indiana State University at Terre Haute
Indiana University at Bloomington
Johns Hopkins University
Kansas State University
University of Kansas
Kent State University at Ashtabula
Kent State University at L. Liverpool
Kent State University at Kent
Kent State University at Salem
Kent State University at No. Canton
Kent State University at Warren
Kent State University at New Philadelphia
University of Kentucky at Lexington
Long Island University at Brooklyn
Long Island University at Southampton
Louisiana State University at Alexandria
Louisiana State University at Baton Rouge
j-.ouisiana State University at Eunice
Louisiana State University at New Orleans
Louisiana State University at Shreveport
Loyola University, Chicago
Loyola University, New Orleans
University of Maine at Augusta
University of Maine at Bangor
University of Maine at Farmington
University of Maine at Fort Kent
University of Maine at Machias
University of Maine at Orono
University of Maine at Portland
University of Maine at Presque Isle-
University of Maryland at Baltimore
University of Maryland at College Park
University of Massachusetts at Amherst
University of Massachusetts at Boston
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
University of Miami at Coral Gables
Miami University at Hamilton
Miami University at Oxford
Miami University at Middletown
University of Michigan at Ann Arbor
University of Michigan at Dearborn
University of Michigan at Flint
Michigan State University
University of Minnesota at Minneapolis
University of Minnesota at Morris
University of Minnesota at Waseca
University of Minnesota at Crookston
University of Mississippi at University
Mississippi State University
University of Missouri at Kansas City
University
->f
University >f
University of
Montana State
University of
University of
University of
University of
University of
University of
University of
New Mexico State
New Mexico State
New Mexico State
New Mexico State
New Mexico State
'^ouri at
>ssouri at
Missouri at
Un ivers ity
Montana
Nebraska at
Nebraska at
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Mexico at
New Mexico at
University
University
University
University
Col utv.b I a
Roll a
St. I iOu l
s
Lincoln
Omaha
Gallup
Albuquerque
at Grants
Las Cruces
Alamogordo
Carlsbad
Farmington
at
at
at
atUniversitv
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
North Carolina State University at Raleigh
North Dakota State Universitv at Bottineau
North Dakota State University at Fargo
University of North Dakota at Grand Forks
University of North Dakota at Williston
Northeastern University
Northern Illinois University
Northwestern University
North Texas State University
University of Notre Dame
New York University
Ohio State University at Lima
Ohio State University at Mansfield
Ohio State University at Newark
Ohio State University at Columbus
Ohio State University at Marion
Ohio State University at St. Clairsville
Ohio University at Chillicothe
Ohio University at Lancaster
Ohio University at Ironton
Ohio University at Athens
Ohio University at Portsmouth
Ohio University at Zanesville
University of Oklahoma at Norman
Oklahoma State University at Stillwater
Oklahoma State University at Oklahoma City
University of Oregon
Oregon State University
University of Pacific
Pennsylvania State University at Allentown
Pennsvlvania State University at Altoona
Pennsylvania State University at Monaca
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Pennsylvania State University at Erie
Pennsylvania State University at Reading
Pennsylvania State University at. Middletown
Pennsylvania State University at Media
Pennsylvania State University at Dubois
Pennsylvania State University at Uniontovn
Pennsylvania State University at Hazleton
Pennsylvania State University at King of Prussia
Pennsylvania State University at McKeesport
Pennsylvania State University at University Park
Pennsylvania State University at New Kensington
Pennsylvania State University at Mont Alto
Pennsylvania State University at Abington
Pennsylvania State University at Shuylki.11 Haven
Pennsylvania State University at Sharon
Pennsylvania State University at Wilkes-Barre
Pennsylvania State University at Dunmore
Pennsylvania State University at York
University of Pittsburg at Bradford
University of Pittsburg at Greensburg
University of Pittsburg at Johnstown
University of Pittsburg at Pittsburg
University of Pittsburg at Titusville
University of Portland
Pratt Institute
Princeton University
University of Puerto Rico at Cayey
University of Puerto Rico at Mavaguez
University of Puerto Rico at Rio Piedras
Purdue University at Hammond
Purdue University at Fort Wayne
Purdue University at Lafayette
Purdue University at Westville
University of Pennsylvania
Rennselaer Polytechnic Institute
University of Rhode Island
Rice University
University of Rochester
Rutgers University at Camden
Rutgers University at New Brunswick
Rutgers University at Newark
Saint John’s University
Saint Louis University at St. Louis
Seton Hall University
University of South Carolina at Aiken
University of South Carolina at Beaufort
University of South Carolina at Lancaster
University of South Carolina at Conway
University of South Carolina at Columbia
University of South Carolina at Spartanburg
University of Couth Carolina at Union
South Dakota State Unlversitv
University of South Dakota at Vermillion
University of South Dakota at Springfield
Southeastern Methodist University
Southern Illinois University at Carbondale
Southern Illinois University at Edwardsville
Stanford University
State University of New York at Albany
State University of New York at Buffalo
Syracuse University at Syracuse
Syracuse University at Utica
Temple University at Ambler
Temple University at Philadelphia
University of Tennessee at Chattanooga
University of Tennessee at Knoxville
University of Tennessee at Martin
University of Tennessee at Memphis
University of Tennessee at Nashville
Texas A & M University
University of Texas at Austin
University of Texas at Dallas
Texas Christian University
Texas Technical University
Texas Woman's University
University of Toledo
Tufts University
Tulane University
University of Tulsa
Utah State University
University of Utah
Vanderbilt University
University of Vermont
Villanova University
Virginia Commonwealth University
University of Virginia at Wise
University of Virginia at Charlottesville
Virginia Poly Institute and State University
Wake Forest University
Washington State University
Washington University
University of Washington
Wayne State University
West Virginia University
Wichita State University
University of Wisconsin at Madison
University of Wisconsin at Milwaukee
University of Wyoming
Yale University
Yeshiva University
appendix b
INSTITUTIONS IN THE PROGRAM POPULATION
T
.
-oTITlII I 0N5 ENGAGED IN STUDENT AFFAIRE RESEARCH
ON A PROGRAMMATIC BASIS
Region One (Ct, Me, Mar Prov, Ma, Nil, RI
,
Vt)
University of Maine at Orono
University of Massachusetts at Amherst
University of New Hampshire
Region Two (CZ
,
Be, DC, Md, NJ
,
NY, Pa, PR, VI)
Carnegie-Mellon University
Cornell University
Howard University
University of Maryland at College Park
Pennsylvania State University at Monaca
University of Puerto Rico at Mayaguez
University of Rochester
Saint John’s University
State University of New York at Buffalo
Villanova University
(One Institution Did Not Identify Itself)
Region Three (A1
,
FI, Ga, Ky, La, Mex, Ms, NC
,
SC, Tn, Tx,
Florida State University
University of Florida
University of Georgia
University of South Carolina at Columbia
Southeastern Methodist University
University of Tennessee at Chattanooga
University of Tennessee at Memphis
Virginia Folytechnic Institute and State University
Region Four-East (II, In, la. Mi, Mn, Oh, Ont, WV, Wi)
Ball State University
Drake University
Iowa State University at Ames
University of Illinois at Chicago
Indiana State University at Terre Haute
Indiana University at Bloomington
Kent State University at Kent
Kent State University at New Philadelphia
Miami University at Oxford
! 90
Michigan State University
University of Minnesota at Minneapolis
Ohio State University at Columbus
Ohio University at Chillicothe
Ohio University at Athens
Southern Illinois University at Carbondale
West Virginia University
(As, Ar, Co, Ks, Man, Mn, Kb, »n, KD ok
Sask, SD, Wy)
University of Colorado at Boulder
Colorado State University
Kansas State University
University of Missouri at Kansas City
University of Nebraska at Lincoln
Oklahoma State University at Stillwater
(One Institution Did Not Identify Itself)
Region Five (Ak, Alb, BC
,
Id, Mo, Nv, Or, Ut, Wa)
Oregon State University
Washington State University
Region Six (Ca, Gu, Hi)
University of California at Berkeley
University of California at Davis
University of California at Santa Barbara
Stanford University
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ANNOUNCEMENT AND FOLLOW-UP LETTERS
UniUERSlTl) OF UGH) HAMPSHIRE
DURHAHl. 1U-IU HAMPSHIRE G387.4
'• iFNCt OF Hit DtAN OF STUDtNTS
Huddleston Hall March, 19Y*t
Dear Colleague:
The Dean of Students Office of the University of New Hampshire will soon
be sending out questionnaires to Deans of Students around the country as
part of a survey of university student affairs research offices. The pur-
pose of this letter is to announce the survey and to solicit your partici-
pation in the study.
In recent years a number of universities across the nation have created
offices of research within their respective divisions of student affairs.
The efforts of such offices have become manifest in a variety of profes-
sional publications and conferences, and the importance of developing such
institutional offices within student affairs divisions is gaining gradual
acceptance.
Nevertheless, information about these offices has yet to be centralized
and disseminated in a comprehensive package. A need therefore exists for
such offices to be identified and information about the organization and
specific nature of its research activities to be compiled. The purpose of
the survey will be to assemble, analyze and disseminate such information
with the goal of providing descriptive data regarding the nature of student
affairs research offices to institutions either presently engaged in or
considering initiating research in the area of student affairs.
•Jithin the next week you will receive your copy of the survey questionnaire.
We hope that you or your research staff will take the few minutes necessary
to complete it. A copy of the final report will be sent to you within one
month after the majority of questionnaires are in.
looking forward to your interest and participation in this endeavor, I am,
Sincerely yours,
Paul R. Poduska
Assistant Dean of Students
for Research and Planning
PRPrmfj
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umuERsmi of nEiD Hampshire
DURHAm, T\CU) HAmPSHIRS 0389.4
OFFICE OF THE DEAN OF STUDENTS
Huddleston Hall
April 15, 1974
Dear Colleague:
By now you should have received your copy of the
National Survey of Student Affairs Research questionnaire.
Hopefully you will be able to complete it or ask that it
be completed by one of your staff members within the next
few days so that data analysis can begin as soon as possible.
If you have not fcund an opportune moment to do so,
please take the necessary few minutes to fill out the ques-
tionnaire at your earliest convenience, if you have not as
yet received your copy of the questionnaire, please feel free
to write rue and a copy will be forwarded to you immediately.
Looking forward to hearing from you, 1 remain,
Sincerely yours.
Paul R. Poduska
Assistant Dean of Students
for Research and Planning
PRP:mf
j
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Dear Colleague:
In follow-up to the letter of announcement sent to you about a week ago, pleasi
find enclosed your copy of the National Survey of Student Affairs Research Question-
naire. I hope that you will take the necessary few minutes to look it over and comp-
lete it after reading the preliminary directions and definitions (below).
This questionnaire should be completed by the individual responsible for the
broadest range of research in your division, given the following order of position
preferences: (1) Coordinator or Director of Research with responsibility at the Div-
ision level, (2) Coordinator or Director of Research with responsibility at the Dean
of Students Office level, or (3) the Dean of Students.
For the Purposes of this survey, the following definitions are provided:
Division: Ihose administrative units within your institution which come
under your chief student affairs officer.
Res earch : Any systematized search for knowledge or information which may
vary in its degree of rigor and may include experimental, non-
experimental
,
or evaluative research unless otherwise specified
in the enclosed questionnaire.
Office: An administrative unit or department with responsibility for the
direction and/or coordination of the majotity of the student
affairs research projects within your division.
P rogram : In the absence of an Office of Student Affairs Research, 'program'
is intended to moan those projects which comprise the major
portion of the student affairs research endeavors at your insti-
tution which are under the coordination and/or direction of a
full- or part-time staff member.
Due to a need to complete data processing as soon as possible, it would be
appreciated if you would return the completed questionnaire within 5 working days.
If you would like to receive a copy of the survey report, mark the appropriate answer
space after completing the questionnaire.
Looking forward to receiving your response in the not-too-distant future,
I remain,
Sincerely yours,
Paul R. Poduska
Assistant Dean of Students
for Research and PlanningPRP:mf
j
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National Survey of
Student Affairs Research
INSTRUCTIONS: ID In the right-hand column piaca an "X" (X) in tha appropriate answer tpacefi) ..fur'
each question (item). (2) In eildilion, on the left hr,ml side ol the pay place an ’'X" |X)
by the question (item) lettcis that me of qritutest interest/importnnee to you Hams that
rcnuiie only ONE answer arc so nvukeil Please Return Your Completed Ouestionnaire
u’ ,,h
^
Wording Days From Date Of Receipt. (Addressed Return Envelope Enclosed)
l • Back ground I n fomo Mon:
[] A. Your Insti tution/Campus:
[] 3. In Which NASPA Region Is Your Institution? (Select ONE)
Region I |= Ct.Me.Mar Prov ,Ma ,NH ,RI ,Vt
— ( )
Region II A= CZ ,De ,DC ,Md ,NJ ,NY ,Pa ,PR ,Vl
-- { )
Region III "j = A1 ,F1 ,Ga ,Ky ,La ,Mex ,Ms ,NC ,SC ,Tn,Tx ,Va -- ( )
Region IV (t)^« II ,ln ,Ia ,Mi ,Hn ,0h ,Ont ,WV ,Wi --
Region IV (W)? = Az,Ar,Co,Ks ,Man,Mo,Nb ,NM,ND,Ok,Sask,SD,Wy -- ( )
Region V tjc Ak ,Alb ,BC ,Id ,Mo,Nv ,0r ,U t,Wa — ()
Region VI 1 = Ca,Gu,Hi )
[] C. Total Student Enrol 1 men t
:
(Select ONE)
[] D. Is Your Institution Public or Private?
1,000 - 5,000 ( ) 6
5,000 - 10,000 ( )
10.000 - 15.000 ( )
15.000 - 20,000 ( )
Over 20,000 ( )
Public ( )
Private ( )
[] E. Is Your Division Currently Engaged in Student Affairs Research ( ) I
Research and/or Evaluation Projects? Evaluation ( ) (
Neither ( ) 1,
[] F. If "Research" and/or "Evaluation" for E (above), How
Many Years Have You Been Engaged in Such Projects?
(Select ONE)
Less Than One ( ) 1
One To Three ( )
Three To Five ( )
More rhan Five ( )
[] 6. If "Neither" for E_ (above), Does Your Division Plan to
Become Engaged in Student Affairs Research or Evaluation?
Yes ( ) I!
No ( )
? HERE IF YOUR ANSWER TO QUESTION E WAS "NEITHER." Please Return Questionnaire in 5 da
I . Your Research Organization
,
Resou rces
,
and Facilit ies:
[] A. Number of Staff in Your Division Presently Engaged in One ( ) 13
Full-Time Research in Student Affairs: (Select ONE) Two Or Three ( )
Four Or More ( )
None ( )
. 2 •
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"1 B.
a c,
Number Of Staff In Your Division Presently Engaged
in Part-Time Research in Student Affairs, Including
Students and Paraprcfessional Staff: (Select ONE.)
One ( ) 14-
Two To Four
Mve To Eight
None ( )
H
Do You Have a Director for Student Affairs Research or a Staff Yes
Member Who Assumes This Responsibility (Full- or Part-Time)? No II
[] D. If "Yes" for C_ (above), to Whom Dees He or Site Report? (Specify Below)
15-
[] E •
[] F.
Percentage of Your 1973-74 Divisional Budget Allocated
for Student Affairs Research: (Select ONE)
Percentage of Your 1973-74 Research Budget Procured from
Sources Outside of Your Institution: (Select ONE)
1 - 3
4 - 6
7 - 10
More Than 10
1 - 5
6 - 10
11-20
21 - 40
More Than Forty
None
16-
17-
[] G. Do You Plan to Spend More or Less Time Seeking Funding for
Student Affairs Research from Outside Sources? (Select ONF.)
More ( ) 18
Less ( )
No Change ( )
[] H. Are Your Computer Facilities at Your Institution Adequate Adequate ( ) 19-
and Sufficiently Accessible for Your Research Needs? Accessible ( ) 20-
Neither ( ) 21-
[] I. Do You Use Statistical Packages Such As S.P.S.S, or
BioMeJ During Your Data Analysis?
Yes ( ) 22-
No ( )
1 . Your Research Process and Content:
[] A. Given the Following Definitions (below), What Percentages of Your
Resources Are Allocated for Each of the Following Kinds of Research?
(Select ONE From Each Category)
1. "Experimenta l Research": Statements of Formal Hypotheses, 1 - 10 () 23-
Statements of Dependent and Independent Variables, Controls 10 - 20 ( )
for Extraneous Variables, Theoretical Contexts, etc. 20 - 40 ( )
More Than Forty ( )
None ( )
2. "M on-Experimental Research " : Informal or No Statement of 1-10
Hypotfieses", bepc-ndent and Independent Variables Not Speci- 10 - 20
fled, Few or No Controls for Extraneous Variables, etc. 20 - 40
(E.g., Opinion Polling, Needs Analysis, Case Studies) 40 - 70
More Than 70
None
24
3. "Evaluation": Methods of Assessing Staff, Program,
Departmental, and/or Divisional Effectiveness; Experi-
mental or Non-Experimental
.
1 - 10 ( ) 2f
10 - 20 (
20 - 40 ( )
40 - 70 )
More Than 70 ( )
None ( )
• 3
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[] B. Which of the Following Validated Instruments Have You Used in Research?
1* "Col 1 ege and University Environmental Scales" (Ci. ^College Student Questionnaire" (C.S.Q,)
3. 'College Characteristics Inventory" (C.C.I.)
4. "Biographical Inventory for Students" (BIS)
5. "Group Dimensions Descriptive Questionnaire" (G
.6. "Omnibus Personality Inventory" (O.P.t.)
7. "Stern Activi ty Index" (S.A.I.)
8. "Institutional Goals Inventory" (I.G.I.)
9. "Inventory of College Activities" (I.C.A.)
10. "Adjective Check List" (A.C.L.)
11. 'Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory" (M.M.P.I.) ...
(
.'lone (
Other (Specify Below) (
.U.E.S.)
D.D.Q.)
) 26-1
) 27-1
) 28-1
) 29-
‘
30-
31 -
,
’ TO •
35
) 36-
) 37-
) 38-
[] C. What Percentage of Your Research Instrumentation
1 - 5 [ 1 nq.
Is of Your Own Design/Creation? (Select ONE) 5 - 20 ( ) -
20 - 50 ( ) -
50 - 80 ( ) -
More lhan Eighty ( )
None ( ) -(
[] D. What Percentage of Your Research Time is Spent, in Collaboration With
the Following Departments or Departmental Areas at Your Institution?
1. Office of Institutional Research: 1 - 10 () 40-
10 - 30 ( )
-
30 - 50 ( ) -
More Than Fifty
( )
None ( )
2. Academic Departments:
1 - 10 ( ) 41-
10 - 30 ( )
-
30 - 50 ( -
More Than Fifty ( )
None ( )
3. Administrative Department Not Within Your Division: 1 - 10 () 42
10-30 ( ) -
30 - 50 ( ) -
More Than Fifty ( )
None ( )
[] E. Please Briefly State the Purpose of Your Office
or Program of Student Affairs Research:
Our Purpose Is To. .
.
- 4 •
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] p, Please Briefly State Your Three Most Important Research Goals: (Prioritized) I'Z.
#1. 43/4-
#2.
n. 47/41
What Percentage of Your Research Is Intentionally Designed 1 - 10 ( ) 4°
to Meet the Needs, Priorities, Goals, and/or Objectives of 10 - 30 )
Your Student Affairs Decision-Makers? (Select ONE) 30 - 50 ( )
More Than Fifty ( )
None ( )
[] 11. What Percentage of Your Time Is Allocated for (Educating
Your Colleagues Regarding the Value and Uses of Student
Affairs Research? (Select ONE)
1 - 10 () 50
10 - 30 ( )
30 - 50 ( )
Mere Than Fifty ( )
None ( )
r
] I. Does Your Office or Program of Student Affairs Research View
Research As a Contribution Toward Accountability in the Area
of Stuuent Affairs? (Select ONE)
Yes
( )
51
No ( )
Undecided ( )
f] J. What Kinds of Problems Have You Encountered in Your Research? Financial ( )
5E
Design ( ) 5:
Instrumentation ( ) 5'
Data Processing ( ) 5f
Assessing Administrative Needs ( ) 5<
Reporting ( ) 51
Evaluation Of Research ( ) 51
None ( ) 5C
Other (Specify Below) ( ) 6(.
[] K. In Which of the Following Areas Would You Be
in Interinsti tutional Cooperation in Regard
Student Affairs Research Program(s).
Interested Cost-Sharing ( ) 5
to Your Project Design ( ) 6
Information-Sharing ( ) 6.
None ( ) 6‘
Other (Specify Below) ( ) 6'
L. Does Your Office or Program Plan to Become Involved
in Any of
the Following in the Near Future?
1. Management By Objectives (M.B.O.)
2. Management Information Systems (M.I.S.)
3. Program Evaluation
4. Model Building
r t 0 n c \
5. Planning-Programming-Budgeting Systems (P.l.B.b.j
6. Simulation
Other (Specify
( ) 67
( ) 61
( ) 6s
( ) 70
- (
None
Below)
15;
( ) 73
( ) 7
• 5 •
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M. In Which of the Following Areas Have You, Are You, and
Will You Be Conducting Student Affairs Research?
N.
'] 0 .
AREAS PAST PRESENT FUTUR
1
. Orientation
( ) 75-1 ( ) 76-1 ( ) 77
( ) 8C2 . Academic Advising ( )1 73-1 ( ) 79-1
3. Food Services ( ;1 5-1 ( ) 6-1 ( )
4. Financial Aid ( :) 8-1 ( ) 9-1 ( ) U
5. Placement ( ) n-i ( ) 12-1 ( ) 15
6 . Admissions ( ) 14-1 ( ) 15-1 ( ) If
7. Counseling and Testing . . . ( ) 17-1 ( ) 18-1 ( ) l r
8 . Housing ( ) 20-1 ( ) 21-1 ( ) 2
9. Recreation ( ) 23-1 ( ) 24-1 ( ) 2"
10 . Judicial ( ) 26-1 ( ) 27-1 ( ) 2 ;
11 . Student Organization ....
Student Needs (Assessments) .
( ) 29-1 ( ) 30-1 ( ) 3‘,
12 . • • . ( ) 32-1 ( ) 33-1 ( ) 3'
13. Student Atti tudes (Surveys) . • • . ( ) 35-1 ( ) 36-1 ) 3?
14. Staff Training ( ) 33-1 ( ) 39-1 ( ) 40
1 5
.
Office Management ( ) 41-1 ( ) 42-1 ( ) *3
16. Other (Specify Below)
a. 44 ( ) 45-1 ( ) 46-1 ( ) 4>
b. 48 ( ) 49-1 ( ) 50-1 ( ) 51
c. 52 ( ) 53-1 ( ) 54-1 ( ) 51
d. 56 ( ) 57-1 ( ) 58-1 ( ) 5
C
Are You Presently Engaged in the Design
,
Implementation Yes ( ) 6 l
No ( )and/or Evaluation of Longitudinal Research Projects?
Would You Be Interested in Receiving a Student Yes ( ) 61
No ( )Affairs Research Newsletter?
About This Quest ion naire:
[] A. Did You Find Tins Questionnaire Educational
and/or Informative?
] 3 . Were Critical Areas Concerning Student Affairs Research
Omitted
from This Questionnaire? (IE "Yes," Please Specify Below)
l_i\ rc as Om it ted Were):
[] C. How Many Minutes Did It Take You To
Complete
This Questionnaire? (Select ONE
)
1 - 5 ( )
5 - 10 ( )
10 - 20 ( )
More Than 20 ( )
6 '
[] D. Do You Desire a Final Copy of the
Results of This Survey? Yes ( ) 6 !
No ( )
6
APPENDIX E
PROGRAM PURPOSE AND GOAL STATEMENTS IN RANK ORDER
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PURPOSES AND GOALS OF
RESEARCH PROGRAMS
which are r»ik f ! i f
8 °£ pr °gram PurP°se and goal statements
an ~°rdered fcy frequency of occurrence across all researchprograms. Goal statements are listed by goal priority level groups.All statements are direct quotes.
Program Purposes
Rank-Ordered
Statements
1. Evaluate program effectiveness using stu-
dent needs
2. Provide student characteristics information
to campus
3. Provide a research resource
4. Provide data for program development-change
4. Evaluate institutional environments
5. Evaluate services
5.
Stimulate program development
5. Determine student characteristics and
demographic data
5. Train staff in research methods
5. Conduct research
3. Provide data to improve decision-making
5. Understand student characteristics and needs
6. Provide recommendations for policies and pro-
cedures
6.
Evaluate student needs-interests-attitudes
6. Learn about total student development and
best possible education
6. Evaluate research program relevancy
6. Inform campus regarding research activities
6. Assess student educative experiences
6. Identify dissertation research problems
6. Evaluate decision-making
6. Develop research programs
7. Evaluate organizational structure using stu-
dent needs
Frequency
of Occurrences
(Percent)
29.4
15.7
11.8
7.8
7.8
5.9
5.9
5.9
5.9
5.9
5.9
5.9
3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9
3.9
2.0
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7. Gave unrelated information
2 ()
7. Improve student services
2
'
()
7. Conduct division—wide research
2 q7. Develop program evaluation techniques
:
,’
0
7. Determine student commitment to campus-programs 2.0
7. Determine retention-dropout factors 7 q
7. Determine institutional environment factors 2.0
7. Determine academic success-failure factors 2.0
‘ • Determine prediction analysis modes 2 0
7. Determine student vocational program needs 2.0
7. Evaluate division objectives 2 0
7. Study student-faculty needs 2 !o
7. Evaluate instructional programs in student
affairs
-> q
7. Develop marketing analysis format 2.0
7. Contribute to body of student affairs knowledge 2.0
7. Provide information for grant applications 2.0
7. Relate research to academic programs 2.0
7. Relate research to management of division 2.0
7. Develop computer-based student research informa-
tion systems 2.0
7. Cooperative interinstitutional research projects 2.0
7. Determine transfer student needs 2.0
7. Evaluate transfer student delivery systems 2.0
7. Evaluation of Orientation 2.0
7. Evaluation of withdrawal procedures 2.0
7. Develop a profile of student performance 2.0
7. Cost-benefit analysis of programs 2.0
7. Understand staff goals 2.0
Program Goals
First Priority
Frequency
Rank-Ordered of Occurrences
Statements (Percent)
1. Information about student body 8.5
2. Assess student need priorities 4.3
3. Understanding "dropouts" 2.1
3. Identify and understand student problem areas 2.1
3. Understand student needs/characteristics 2.1
3. Demographic data on students 2.1
3. Identify student characteristics 2.1
3. Longitudinal study of student concerns 2.1
>04
-*• Assess and identify relevant student dif-
ferences and similarities
,
,
3. Concerns and needs of minority students ) \3. Describe characteristics of students i ' \
3. Determine student needs and attitudes { \
3. Develop student profile
2 ’i
3. Survey of the student life area
3. Comprehensive data regarding individual and
group student development
,
|
3. Know student interests/needs •>
|
3. Assess student perceptions of various aspects
of environment
,
.
3. Generating data for change 2 1
3. Development of commitment in staff 2.1
j
.
Facilitate effective use of resources 2.1
3. Data and results useful in institutional
decision-making 2.1
3. Operational and management goals and per-
formance 2.1
3. Organize and make available all data already
collected 2.1
3. To obtain and provide useful information for
university decision makers 2.1
3. Set guidelines for planning student services 2.1
3. Assess Student Services 2.1
3. Assistance and monitoring of Admissions
decisions 2.1
3. Determine whether programs and services meet
student needs 2.1
3. Evaluation by students 2.1
3. Evaluate outcome of student educative
services 2.1
3. Test effectiveness of our programs 2.1
3. Evaluate effectiveness of local student
affairs projects 2.1
3. Program evaluation 2.1
3. flultiphasic student evaluation systems 2.1
3. Develop models for needs assessment 2.1
3. Most appropriate role for student services 2.1
3. Accuracy 2.1
3. Program development 2.1
3. Well defined accurate studies 2.1
3. Attainment of area goals 2.1
3. Not yet fully established 2.1
3. Evaluate staf f /program project 2.1
3. Divisional costs 2.1
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Second Priority
Rank-Ordered
Statements
Frequency
of Occurrences
(Percent)
1. Program evaluation
2. Determine student needs and attitudes
3. Identify student needs and interpret to
institution
3. Determine needs of commuter students
3. Determine needs of transfer students
3. Identify student characteristics
3. Counseling needs — "special" populations
3. Assess student need priorities
3. Collective data for individual married studies
3. Orientation information for commuters
3. Research for placement of students
3. Survey of reenrolled students
3. Assess student perceptions of various aspects
of environment
3. Develop sensory system for environmental
development
3. Educate staff to advantage of data for
decision-making
3. Evaluation of department efficiency
3. Update service programs
3. Develop data base on students
3. Provide basic data to University governing
body
3. Determine priorities — budget purposes
3. Develop effective MBO Program within division
3. Provide answers to questions from high-level
administration
3. Develop longitudinal data base
3. Ascertain relevancy of student affairs pro-
grams to students
3. Research for admissions and counseling
3. Assess student services
3. Evaluation of educational process and pro-
grams
3. Evaluation or assessment of staff performance
3. Evaluate divisional goals/objectives
3. Evaluation by faculty, staff
3. Comprehensive use of data
3. Develop model for evaluating department
Programs
6.8
4.5
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
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3« Improve student programs
K Provide information on and off campus
3. Applicability
3. Voluntary action
3. Attainment of office goals
3. Ongoing useful research programs
3. Insure quality
Relate student life policies to student
development
3. Impact of university environment
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.3
Third Priority
Rank-Ordered
S tat ernents
Frequency
of Occurrences
(Percent)
1. Educate staff to advantage of data for
decision-making 55
1. Data and results useful in institutional
decision-making 5.5
1. Program evaluation 5.6
2. Fill requests of admissions concerning
transfer activities 2.8
2. General characteristics — changing student
needs 2.8
2. Describe characteristics of students 2.8
2. Survey of graduating seniors 2.8
2. Student adaptation to "milieu ,: 2.8
2. Provide professional growth for staff 2.8
2. Use of data for decision-making 2.8
2. Determine priorities — planning activities 2.8
2. Divisional costs, cost-effectiveness 2.8
2. Collect and integrate information on
futuristics in order to anticipate and plan
programs 2.8
2. Evaluation of educational process and pro-
grams 2 .
8
2. Evaluation of present services 2.8
2. Evaluation of Veteran Student Affairs pro-
gram 2.8
2. Evaluation by students 2.8
2. Identify success/failure factors 2.8
2. Test effectiveness of our programs 2.8
2. Assist faculty, staff, students in their own
research
2 . Model for improved academic advanced program
2. Comprehensive communication and use of
2
,
research results
2. Support instructional or program research/
2.
evaluation
2. Advance knowledge
o
2. Learning about and evaluating programs and
Z •
practices of other schools
2. Publication 2
.
2. Generalizability 2.
9
2. Career development z •
9
2. Communicate findings to academic staff in
z •
teaching and advising capacity 22. j.o advance the theory of student personnel
services o
2. Relate student life to the learning process
Z .
2.
2. Evaluate staff /program project 2.
2. Cost effectiveness
2
.
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
20H
APPENDIX F
CROSS-TABULATION TABLES
2T)
M
m
B
y
*
PQ
S
rq d
CO w
*.gd
pm p=<
Pm
n <;
w Eh
[H CO
<J
w
M
o
oP
d
dP
3
r
T
-<
o
•
u_ ~+
* a.
* - *.u
»/> o
*
-t
X G.
» t>
a:
* <f *
:u
* *
UJ
» aC *
» a> *
y
• i- »
-
> I *
_J
* -J *
d
¥ u. *
* tL *
O
*
n
» if #
IL
o
o
if o *
H W v~ 'fc-M s . «o
C 5 *P
{5 BK -1 -i
•*
fQ M 3 >
S3
EH
1
co »
O p < •M
CO 5 V- 1
1
—
1
Pm » *> u
>M Pm l/> »
P O o *
a t s
o
o Ct »
<1
UJ »
V)
* UJ «
c£
» *
n.
* O *
Wu
w
Ph
* UJ »
to
* Q »
ID
* CO -C
> LL *
rt
* *
o
rt +
<
* > *
« #
• t
CO
o
o
o
•Q
* <
CD * -
r* O
O
•#• •
o
o
o
m i
r? oj |
ID «w I
a a i
U- D
. |
o |
o |
I o o o o
• I N n M
rv f i i •
I o fO «!
I m
I
I
O t
o i
• I O ."A *?' CO
o o
f>J ',/>
•-* O ‘t> U)
«\| • * #
'<*> O O
O cc <
+t +T *t r**
0 i/\ .'*)
rj r „ cn
.o ‘j*
4 >0
^ d h* -<
rd *0 rsj
O O O O
coo
. o o o
0(0 0
I
IO O O O | rn PO
• t • | •
o o O I o
I
o o o o I
• • • »
o o O I
O O o o
• • • lO O O I
o in
f>J
I O (Cl H
O m (\J
I
w I— - I
i- o i \ o |
2T cl a. a. I
"D I
n ^ j p- I
o n n n iCU)H I
o
vf IU
I o (M
I »>i «
* Nf
I lA
I
I
T
7 j
t <
“) H
-J CD
r> t—
ID
ZO
NUN
6
ER
OF
HISSING
OBSERVATIONS
210
<N
I
P*«
wp
5!
E~*
I
-
-1
* U.
-»r o#p u*4&
* UJ
o
Pm
» <X CL
o « O
flC
H * -t #UJ
1 V) *
i-'j
UJ
C."
* OC V
f*i # QC *
W] OP * U. *
& * V- *M UJ
EH 53
* O *
CD
* r> »w CD
i
-“ 1 v/3 * *
ro Pd
pc!
lL
* o %
CO * ** »W 1
C.3 o UJ »
eg
a. *pPO p a *
C/3 pH -g »
Pd *i] z o *P O orM O o < a
r/3 P M *H 3P k- > (*•
o
EH
CO
< #
Vj W -J #
o
Pi
c:>
p D *
Pm P 03 #
C-H
PQ < *
l-M Pm >- oo *
CJ> o UJ
P M UD O *P CO reLO 3 «
(-0 M o
V1 «
&
i
w
V)
Pm
o
H
S3W
o
P4
m
"S <JO fr-
ee o
r*» ro
>*
^ o
>* •
o
o
CC UJ #
o
o -. »
:d
« n *
* r *
r*
I nf *
•A.
» *h
* UJ *O
* Q *
ID
* rf> 4
It
» l
LL
* <VJ
* 1
<M
* r -4 «
n
# or *
<
7
UJ UJ
oc V-
o
X ^
O
2 n
UJ Z.
I o o o o
I • • •
I o o o
o
I
I
» to
I • •
•
I aj O O
I o
I -«
I
O IC o »
L- • I o o c* »>
*J I
or I
D X |O — I
CL CO I
r*- O o
eg O' eg
2 a:
CD X
L I ) O t ./ »
if a CL CL | o
D I •O 3 J I O
n n n n i
/T i)h I
I
I
I
j- o* -o o!<%»•••
I >? O O'
I O N sf
I
IM M M M M
I
I
O o o o
I
o o O I
I
I
I
I
I
i O o O |
• • • t
CD o CM I
o I
m I
I
O O o o
o o o
O o o o
t • •
o o o
oooo I o o o o
* « • I • • »
o O O | o o o
O O O O
I t »
o o o
I o o o o
I • • •
I o o o
r-OOfO I —• O <7 O I
O O vT lO <NJ *-A I
«“• I
I
’ ~ ~
~ T
n M .n I
UD I
I
i
’ *"* *"*
*"• T
O ^ N
« O O' o
o cm rj
Q
rg
2
UJ
-
o
I-
X
to
V
o I-
o z
• UJ
ro ;c
O o o o
3 CD O
o o a o
O o o
OOOO
• • •
o o o
I o o> o
CD M rJ
XO L.O cC X <
o y-
o
a l-
o
UJ
cC
CD
UJ
o
eg
X
3
211
fi.
o
r.ti
K)
w
*
H
>-i
ro
U)
i.i,'
r>i
-il
0~>
K
Ph W
l*J
s
op
I
P
W
>-.3
£2
d
aM
[-1
!
j
'f
C.O PmM <q
E-j H
<1 C/J
E-t
C/1 ffi
o
01 Pi
Fi <3M w
c/i to
s=> r*j
fd
«
w fd
[••i J
Pi M
o E-i
p< iW K-l
u.
o
«
*
*
u- -•
•* u.
<
* iu
v> O
* <
x a
* o
of
*<»
Ui
# CO ft
Ull
ft of »
-• *
h»
I *
* -» ft3
* U. ft
ft U- ft0
ft ftO
* Z #
1
«f *
U. *
o *
00 »
o
z o ftYO «X ft
K-> I
CD
< *
-i *
3 I
cn »
< ft
H K CO Ir
c CO
rr;
O UJ ft
oH Of **J ft
if
to O O ft
fH
a
o
r/<
Pi
Pi
o
Pi
rxq
E9
£5
• -i
<
• o
* »-*
f-
* <
*-
ft to
ft CO ft
r>
« i *
i
o
ft -• •
o
ft of #
-l
ft > *
U0
cm
O
o
•J
z
o >-
Of O
or i
o
o' tu3 aO O
u. 3C
- >- l~h unn
Z a a- cc
• * o O oO ft-
•J- O o
o o o
rg ro o o
•O CO ^
pjin ro n
P- ru vf
ro o rg
nO LTi c»
ui **>
O O O O
o o o
r- o
rj h- —
*
—* ^ oiii
LT\ r- CM
•o .ft
O >ft rg
m o
>0
r- o
m oH •
>0
^ o
cm •
«ft
or -J
X <O ft-
-I o
n ft-
o
of
O
IA
*4 CO
o uj n
of >• Z
-t
>
UJ
nf
-*
7>O
cO
X
o
ft
CO
z
a
>
of
UJ
CO
CDO
15
Z
CO
I/I
X
VL
n
«
Ui
00
X
2
212
3
IS
n
j; *
8
PL|
3
i (
if;
o
w w
gp
yti
H E-<
£
< r4
* >~
z
ft UiU.
a: o
* «
C< M
« UJ
OL
ft x uj
uj o
* if <O CL
* Z
I
• I •
X
# o *
aC
t < i
u
J
* VO #
UJ
# <* *
ft
* »
ty>
* o *
5<
* *
* I *
(NJ
r' m
[Jj u •CO r t
I M o *
p-
:
<*!
iy,
w
fN- *H
w
1
J
J!
M
CO ft
z o *
X
tT i
f
;
M o < »>
<| H f i M 4H r* i
Pi
o
» - ?
• >•
-H
rtj
f*t
PH HI
CA)
Wd
oM
t/.i
M I- 1
r
'
t-l
H
I
H
<<!
P.
Jn0
«M
fb
1 -»
vo u. •
u_
»/) <
-
O vo
a: x
u
o cr
<
UJ
VO
* UJ
a:
#
UJ
# 7.
<
ft-
I
# ft-
Cf
* «t
u.
« o
• o
» I
CO
» <N
» «
O'
« o •
o
# or #
<
* > *
• »
* «
S «4
O ft-
CL O
(Ni O o ft- o
<N •
>r
un
^ o o o
*-»
• vn •
CO O
(NJ o
ft- UJ
> *
UJ UJ
CL VO
o
x i:
z <
V UJ
ft- -ft
af UJ
D VO
o
u. o
ft- «
o o
o
(NJ C
o
a
o o
o o
sft O
UN si-
ft- Of i
z a
ft- c
o
o •
ft- >- <\J
ft-
z z
UJ ui
^ 3
z 2O uj
o o
o
o o
o o
oooo
o o o
O o O o
o o o O'
rs) o
I
I
(NJ O (NJ o I vn 'J*N uo o
•w «jn
o o o o i oooo i in ui n o
o o o i o o o | iO o
i aj -4
OOOO
o o o
(NJ *0 (NJ O f ft>
CD (NJ si-
rs! (NJ
I
I
o o o o I
I
ft- ft- ft- I
ft- l ft (ft O Izaaa i
^ IO 31 Jft- IO On n I
cc i * ft- I
I
I
rOC'OO | OOOO
• • • I • # •
<NJ UN «0 | o O o
vi- ft- l
I
IM « « M ... -
—
1
-4 ('‘ft O
v <\i
—4 ON v0
f\j rsi
(D sC ro
rj ro
ao >f- to
oj si
O O
i • «
ft- \T\ (NJ
ft- o
>i
-o o
cL
o
n
u
O ft-
-J oO ft-
z
o
z
OU
SQUARE
«
27
.96763
KITH
15
DEGREES
OF
FREEDOM
SIGNIFICANCE
«
0.0218
213
w
!>M
Eh
$
0-
,
E -
1
w
1
—
i
n
»s-l
f I
9
hiQ
-
P-1
O 1 *
i-h ( >
CO oM
*-!M
-CiQ j^-(
1 o
V—*
1
—
1
6 EH& R
h—
i
HM M
i-n H Eh
i H-l ro
hi K » r-r -4H
hi P
i-l P Pi
EH O
<q
fttH MO Pi
D3
<i R
.-1 >'
o CQ
CJ
CO
VX E~
v-l
*’1 t“4
tS t-4
q f-i
u\
r-< pi
w
C QM
i-5
i-
*
o
E-H
Lj
pi
U3
o _j *
o
* a: *
* ^ »
o
» o #
# -J *
<
# ? *
o
* — *
I
o *
o
z o »
1/
O < *
>
»
*/>
l/Jh t
cv
</> uj »Q
o #Z
T
o 6 #
* -5 *
# Z *
o
-• #
)-
* *i #
a:
# d #
m
_j *0
M O »
» l* •
1
» m *O
« *
ID
» ro »
O
* (T »
* > *
*
• t
3 <
O h-
d a
—• GO
rj »
00 o
^ •
o
O IO I
• I
r\j l
»
I
l
u u no i
Z CL CL CL I3 IO 3 _j »— I
o r> r* o I
oro»- I
iff*
'OOO'f' I N ^ o M * f\J CM O <\) I oooo I O CO
I
o ON |
ir\ *o >-* l
l
l
• I
(00^1 O O o »
I
I
vT OO
O -J
I I
oo coi/' i ou^O'O i o a) ®
• • • I
• • • • i
tCO ID
ir\ —
•
o n «7* i
r». in rfi i
I
I
l
I
r-H rO CO |
I
1 C IT' m I CO N
• • • I mO O co l oO r- I ^
•-* I
I
o
ro
I
o >
o >-
-I
ID V—
—i o
o »-
cu
a'
NJrtBER
2 14
'.'i
H
'm
H
3,
•
P-l
ft
w
n
*
w ft
t>H *
a •
pa ft
EH
to *
I’-H ft
W U1
§ r;<
gj
i-i ft
< h-3
' D
I
F*i
MJ
NH
O
*75 O)
W i-iHM H
t< O
Eh
(=? V-
W
E j c/i< WM NO MM </>
3 cn
t-1 F-1oO e\
t/j CJ
f'i
r o
O
p3
f'i
3M
g
0
EH
EH
w
1
UJ
o
<
h- a
liJ
z
ft w ft
* V- ft2
* UJ *
a
* 3 *
V—
ft V5 ft
o m * J •<
i-i r-»*r--J # H f
r.n 1-4 oM # h *
> EH 1O ftM 1“^ rH
9 M u. ft
Hr
r -H g o ft
m *
o
Z O *
Ct
o < ft
>
»-< ft
^ >- ft
00
»- *
VI
«/> - ft
o_
l/> tu *
o
o *
z
a h «
J <
o »•-
oc C
O I
LTV I
u: I
Ui o J
> o *
c o I
I oO o
n o .
o o >r
o *
* o
m <m
I r>
o o
o o •
O O t*s
o *
* m
o o o o
• • •
o o o
^ tn o
nu r> -«
co *e c
ro ^ ^
m oj in >r
m rg o
r\j <o »-*
T. O 1
o o * *-+ 1
< M t-4 M »-h r-« M M ^ M
* r> I
t O 1
1- 3 ft O • 1 ro r- o 1 H CO OO O <s» | * i •
ft Z * O O i vO o o ! s* o
o o - 1 O CO r~* 1 »H
ft M ft - o 1
- m •-* i
« H< ft **« t—4 M M
cf. O 1O ft 1 O 1
cn m • 1 m o •H I Nno
ft -i ft o O O 1 • • « i • •
-j o O CD 1 cn O rj I o o
.j * .V O O 1 Csi 1 ^
o < - • 1
ft j * > -« tn i iiiii;
ft w ft
1
1
1
— ft— 1
1
* m •# i Ml t 1 1 o
a z a ol cl 1 o o
ft m « 35 1 • •0 3-11- 1 O «-4
ft & L) n n 1
flJOft* • z
% # UJ
in ft-
* »
o rr
• of ft
-f •n UJ
H
• > ft m z ill
o o Z
• ft or z o
ft
• ft >
s f°l ^
nj rsj
^ in «C
nj rsj
(N N O N
co n
CO O
I
»
•*> O —• m I rO
t • • I •
m ro o i r-
n» <N | rg
I
I
I
*
O O o O I N O
• • • I **« •
o o o i m
I (M
I
I
f\i <\J O
CO O *
>
hOiA-j |
O O O o
o o o
co r-
•o
O CO
•H t
o
o
o
• >
o o o o
o o o
oO »-
• u.
m *-«
Z _J
r <
_j o
o >-
(12
o
z
<
15
o
.REES
OP
FREEDOM
SIGNIFICANCE
-
0.0056
wH
» *— «j-
o. o
22
-5
o
u
S
c*>
r\
6M
-i
rn
w
J3
?!
R
w
!.]
r •!H
O U 1H 7,HH P
'5 <i,
W P.
‘ W
n
u
a
w
ft
>H H
po a
<fj
i-i
s eH M
» ^ h*
r i --*
oo
d2
i
o
")
H
r-i
6
1
— i
h 1
P^
o
W
p.
K
# •-* UJ
3u O
» UJ «t
O O.
I w
o
> < «
» M «
X
« •
* o *
t v- *
<1
• a* *
a
* UJ «
-f
-I #
-J
I O «
o
« I
w
fc I >
rj
o *
rf\
U »
C *
«
m
r o *
f!O A
4
l C I
# **• «/
* C *
* *• »
x <
O v-
cr C.
o' u.
n
r 7
c* >o
o •
e>
9* o
** •
o
o
O O O o
o o O
»- a. m i
o o i 0030 i o
>- U I
h- O IO I
C5 • I
H > ^ \
C hj o ^ I — O -• O
U> o o | o
cm o» rsj i —i
sr 7
r a.1
I
I o o o ^
I M • •
I
— ^ O
I u"\ cr.
I
I
l
C O sO
o -*
I
I
I
.-> >
| CVJ •
I m3
I >r
I
I
I ^ .TD ^ N * ^Oi/NN I ~4
O >f rv
'C A -«
k- OMU
r ^ a
0
n x_iA-
1 I i > o r»
a' a » a-
I I I
| o O Z l
| o o 1-1
I . • J t-
| —« l\| -• O
,
n v-
i o
*
• o •
o
I* ft «
-a
* > •
(>
d
I I
l.'
H
«>
1
rx,
M
i-l
n
E-i
\,~4
^ —
. -i
'>-1
MM
W
r i
’
. 1 H
in » -
i ]
d
p
j
r *
<
f
*
1
t4 p!
i i
i **
P
(’t
o
r,i
i
;
r A
l-l
V. 1
<r;
PC
pi
MW
[ 1
K
»-
» *
1 pM M
E-j
n * l
y
i
r4
oj
j
K-l
HiM O
u
PI
nl
H
(4
M o
i
o
‘H
p'l
Pi
Li
i i
rfj
O
n
£
i>i
•>i
ft. O
» UJ
a
a: o
i oi <
o a
• <
o
i < *
* »
:»
* *
z
* a »
» *- *
<
* <* «
o
* CD »
<
* -J *
* O •
o
« I «
ftj
o *
c. *
vf I
rft
Z O «
c
C «l *
00 »
•t -J •
<
k- - *
z
i/1 Lu *
y.
v) * h
(X
O aJ *
ft
a x €
UJ0 t #
X *
o
1 O' «
*4
K uj I
1/0
* UJ *
<4.
» >
r.
« «> *
fc UO fc
O
* 7 »
f ^ *
I
« «
<o
• —* UO
* »r #
<
# > *
* #
• >
Vft
vftOO
7. <
Ci h-
.* O
O 't VT\ -O
O
f- O
> o
>- I- •
w ii
X
H O
©
o
c
K- >• ftJ
z O'
n
c
z z
O ju
2 a •
O
CJ IU n i
^ •
O ft O O
a o o
o o o o
r> o o
O O o o
O O o
eft O *4
vft C PVJ
c o fft o
coo
o n m
»M Vft
o o >r
rft rft —•
ui fft O >0 | C O O O
O O O I O o o
<NJ ift *
rft (\j vft
•0 ft fM
C r* -C
<
-* O -i
O 3* M
ft O cm
cm O
O O O O
o o c
o o **
ift PM
O O O O
O O O
>
r> »-
o ct
• o
rft O
>4 (ft
*7
ft C*
<N •
>: <
o »-
-J o
C) *-
• u
a
<
7>
CJ
NUMBER
OP
Ml
SSI
NO
G3
SER
VA
TI
CNS
7(/•
pp
w
oM
y
y
op
l-p-
r-t
m
Ph C-"!
rq W
t 3
3 MV cn
1
r
•"•4 r/Jq PHp P-1<-i
(-1 <q
u U
MP PP
Pp C/.1
O'
1
Pb wl-l
l>: i-l C~/
u M
w + 4 >
.J
tn
M M
H
",'4 tH c.)H H-1
•j
C
$
C--4
H A
d
o r iM <jH W
r/j
w WH Pi
(-1 PiH
M W
V] n-
r'-i h-<
0O
i<
P->
6
I -I
l-rC
ri
H
H
M
M
UJ
o
* -*
a.
4 Z
Ui
* z #
-j
* ~i ft
a
ft a: ft
z
ft UJ ft
4^4
Z
ft UJ *
o
» Df
k*
* VO »
ft -J *
<4^4
O
* V- ft
•
o ft
rO *.
O
z o ft
3 <O v-
<* O
* o
o o
Ui O
> o0 o
1 o
o o
o o n o
o o o
<D Ui ft O O . | 0 0 0 0 6 7 2 <M rvj cm —* i n c* in CM | ro in
- o o >* 1 • • • | • • • • « • 1 » • T
< Z ft O * 1 o 0 0 6 6 <M CM in <t 1 c- X O I O a
Ui • O 1 1 o >t IM 1 -4 CO —• 1 CM Q
4- •-« ft in cm i t 1 1 UJ
a. •—* | 1 1 1 UJIOC* I I I I I I •—
.
_4 *— M I I I I »—4 cn
1 o | 1 1 1 u_
WO Of « O O | 1 1 I
•jj 0 0*1 0 0 5I100 O CM CM o i in cr m 1 coo u.O * ft o o m i • t • 1 • • • • • • * 1 * O
<i o * 1 O zT00 IN cm in t r- OJ O 1 nO
tt X ft m i nj <N -0 -4 | r-4 to
1 o -« 1 1 l I UJO C.J ft 1 1 » UJ
UJ *H M i I I I I I >—
•
iiii M r 4 cc;
o ft O 1 1 1 1
1 O 1 1 I 1 UJ
ft WO ft O t | 0 0 00000 O cl ro O i 7 0 o ro 1 O ^ o'M O O cm | • • • 1 • • • • • • | • « • | *~4 •
ft ft O O | O 0 0 0 0 O ro o nO l in o >f 1 O CM
O - 1 1 CO fO 1 JM -4 1 CM »4
* < ft - O 1 1 1 I
X m i 1 1 1
* K- ft IIIII XO 1 1 I I
« T ft 1 O 1 I 1 1 M
o m ro o O •-* 1 O O O o —4 O I CM • - m 1 >0 CM
* a: ft o o o ^ 1 • • • 1 • • • • f • \ » • * i *
< o o o i o 0 6 0 0 o .-•4 o CM 1 h- ro -t 1 nj o
* UJ ft nr r> O 1 o IfN 1 —4 ^-4 1 ro i —
«
o
WO *X r-4 1 I i CO
ft UJ ft > r-4 in l 1 1 i r-4
»V »4 l<4 I I I I I I •_« *_t —4 »4
« ft 1 | 1 1 i •
M ¥~ >- 4- 1
ft 1 ft — lii)U 1 o o o >• r-v V z -j ro
U*> z <x <x a. 1 o o o - O h- x <
ft m ft O 1 • • >• t u. • u. -o h-O ?c _i 1 --4 JM V- CO —• >r — -J O
A ft 11 n n n i r< IL •». a k-
Cf UK- 1 z *-> •
ft ft UJ X O z
UJ<0 - >- K— <
• m ft X oc
o n n V fr- <x
ft a.' ft - K- b--
** o ar UJ o
ft > ft ro UJ Z -4 wo
o z UJ X o
• ft nr o h X M
-f X
ft- ft > o
i ro o
-4 co rsj
O O
'J- •
<m m
't
z
o
NUMBER
CE
MISSiNS
CBS
6RV.AT
I ]
oM
t -»
i
pi Cf>
r t
r>;
< •*M i iH
V K 3
1 1
*5 H
(>5 i
o <(]Q
r
v - U\
p. 0
p-
'6
M toffi
O PC
r < : i
1*3
r i to
» •**
i
> i
i -i
!
,
».
*
*j t
•
* 1
H
:.M
p,
ri
to
}0
t-*
P 4
fl
om
Pi r i
f»l
i
ri
* i
rl
Cl
! : H
li
f'1H PI
i
i | I
u 1
p; i
*•
O
u 1 i I
C/l C/3
s
1
1
1 1
CD
M
l", 14
f 1
»
'< nh
i PH b
f? d
fo
i i
l*-i
r»
i/J
o
Ui H
• h-
z
• UJ u.N O
• OC0
01
• 111 *u
*L O
• < <
x <v
* i
o
* Ui *Q
» •
v/>
» M »
* V- «
<
* X »
ft-
* »
X
* O *
nr
* < *
Ui
» on •
ui
ft t
« »i •
l
o *
>0 «
ro
Z O ^
o.
O < #
>M «
O ft-
oC O
r- rrt t 4 O O
>r •
o
o
< o
X > O I^OOO
O r*n c\i
oor u.
O I
X Z I
ft- O IV O I
> ft- • » o o o o
ft- VC IO I . • .
et — I O o o
X
ft- o
I
I— o
o
o •
v— >- cu
ft-
z a
uj *-•
ft- X
ft- O
o
z z
o UI
o o o o
I I I
O o o
o o O o
o o o
r- | iTi O O O
V/N rO o I
iT> iTi rn I
I
C7* fO *-4 I CO
• • • I <\i
vf \VJ cO I
O H |
I
—« m -4 O I
1 <\l I
1
I
I
I
m un >0 <n I nw
• • • I
• •D^O I
r~i —* |
-• m o
<N! rO
I
I
n o o o •
• • • i
O O O I
S O' ffl f^l
if\ r- •*
<N «
I
I
rO ^ O —
<
I OOOO
NO <0
>r o
i
- ft- Ift-omj t7 a a a »
15 IO T* —i ft— inonn I
aC 4 ft ft- •
i 0s >r
i
•
<ni rn (M —« | s*
• • I
•
vf N ^ I 00
*-* r\j i hi
I
I
~
~ T
i
o o o O I •*> -*
n
o
• -
,-r» T
in
X -1
“> ft-
-i CO
O ft-
o
NUMBER
OP
Missive
CSS
ERV
AT
I
CNS
2] 9
L'l
*
*
1 W
w
w M
C" E~»Q M ob J Ui -+
P: 1- \
F <O
• -
X
• IU ILO
M
O
e
M
c/i
L2h r*ib MW r-i
W b
b r--.M
;><
P '3 cn
rT
CO WH b
Si
.
i
g;
b> o
r-H r-; l-C
r-C H H
1 cn
-4
r>
.
»-.*
k
I* 1 H
r
' o
f <
r,
5 j
l
b i 1
£ *i
P-1 PM
!*3 H
b ' i
1 4
i*
p r-
.
M crb i-c
S'i 1/2M M
in C.2W FC
n P.
b
.
i
PW
f?
r--*
r.O
o b
pc'
Pi M
!X| >•'b PM P
C>O HM
H
£5
w
w
FH
* ofO r-4
*
<*
» UJUJ
* O
* < <
X <X
* I
o
•0 UJ #
o
o t
to
# >- #
» x »
I-
« *
r
# o *
n
» <
ui
* L7 »
Ui
C* »
» ft
IO *
fO
U. i
n #•
-o *
rO
za »
c<
a •* #
>
»• •
>- > « 7 <
tr. C) -
<( » « OH
-J *
i
3 * < o
X >- o
(23 41 K •
u»
< Z » UJO Ol Ul
4- ^ » O
to X z
to UJ # *-* 1
a V- o
to II >- o
v - •0 3:# 1- U. C7O o
a * 4 U.
u. X
o o * 1- o
T tt *- o
n o
u ^ # o •
\~ 1- > »N
« < # 1-
i- Z at
# z * UJ »-4
U4 1- X
o
o
K- '0 CJ •
# tO # ro — -*
z O
IU
-f z z
• u. • > a ui
fM CM
>r
P4 r j
%
... 7?
fsi r
rO
O o o O I
I I
t IOOOO I I
O ro <M
i/>
O O O O I
• • • IO O O I
I
I
I
o o o
I o •—* •—*
o o o
I »
I t
i r\j r- <m fsj i
i
i
CON ^ S I
O -T TO I 0 0-0
nO ( J *+
~0 -4 fj'
O i/> rg
JO o
si I
o
rO
7i •
O - f\J I
t/> *-« |
I
O >T
nO <N
I t
•
^
I
^
I
I I I
i *~i —
* i cm <m fM | ro ro ro co |
• • • I
• • • I • • • I
rsi «—• rvi I s0 N I *t ^ ^ |
— I fM I I
I I I
I 1 I
o o o o
o o o
O O o O i o O o o | ro u-\ »o n't I f\l o- cm oj
• ••I * * * | «t*| • • *O O O I O O O I N-rO>Ot >0 fNi vf
i | ro (O | —• CsJ
t I I
I I I
• • •
cr >r cj
I >?
I
I
I V ®
I #
I co
n
»»
u
» r<. •
• i
fM
4i ro i
o
# cf. I
«l
« > •
* #
• *
O 1 J N
u n n n
H ()»«
I
-
1
- ~ -
1
— —
1
—
1
*-*
'
i
i o m
1
1 O rn
1
co ro
1
1 o 0 0 0 11 O O 1
i
• • 1 • • • 1 • • • I # • • ) •
i o ro CM | O fO fM 1 ro cO (Si 1 O O O i o
»
i
U7 ro 1
1
to ro 1
1
rO rO 1
I
»
»
i
i
- -
1
~ T
- ««
t
1
--
1
~ T
-
i
T
~ -
l
i o o o > o V
1 o o o > o »- o 1—
1 • • A t- • UL
• X
1 o *-4 CM T ro M -f o
1 Ui IU UL
1 > 3E a
Ui
ou. >-
n y-
ro i- y-h y* >
(V UJ Ui z h
m z Ui > UJ U.
o o z •— 3
rc z o IL - u.
oooo
i * •
o c o
-4 r-4 N
>-
<
>
o »-
o X.
• o
UO •-
Ui
5
X
T
_J
r «t
D 4-
_J ro
9 >('!
04
r
•E
1
Pi
r-i
. 1
' i
l-H
u
PI
V:
11
6
(<
i—
i
M
E-i
0
1 i
E-i
«Tj
w
f IW
t-4
FQ
s
Pi
o
M *o
<4
P
14
E-J
O
Pi
44
E-i
r.’i
r-i
CO
£,i
r^l
t >i
O
E’:
Pi
PiO
Pi
|4
F9
p
• r»
r-i
n
* HI
o
* <
a.
• 2?
ill
ft X. ft
-J
ft -J *
o
ft o' ftZ
* UJ ft
ft >- ft
Z
ft UJ ft
n
* 3 »
V*
* vO *
* .J *
<T
ft - *0
* p
1
o *
o
Z O ft
J <
« -
a: O
uj o
> oO o
V- VO ft
UJ
I/O a. *
</; u. *C
O *
-l
OL < *
>
o UJ *
I
I ft
I/O
ft CD ft
c
ft a: ft
Cl
ft ft
VO
ft ft
IL
ft O ft
ft vo ft
O
ft z ft
ft * ft
I
ft ft
*o
ft ro ft
ft *
I/O
ft * *
*S.
-3C
ft > ft
ft *
ft ft
I O
o oO o •
O O vf
o •
* o
m rg
1 OO o
o o •
o o ^
o -
• m
o -•
I o
r> •OON
o o
o -
•> o
m r-*
O O O
o o o
rr r» O
L- O « » o
Z CL CL CL
n •» Jhnoo n
CC O >-
rg r- in
rg m O O'
• * •
C' vn ro
CO o o
'f O rg
rsi uo ro 0*
• • •
(> n (O
(S K fO o | UO *-*
O' o fNJ >c 1 rto i/\
O O' r- I
m
-O I
«0 o O CO I CO N
o m
rg r-
O' 0 0-0 I 0-0
o o r-
«0 7» ^ I
I
I
^ (O N CO I
• • • I
rn
-o h- »
O I
I
•M
I
z _»
r <3 -
-I OO V-O
ot
>
o
z
i)
221
w
f*i
>-<
H
> 5
f.o *
hj - ft
u ft
£3 *
M
ai
w
#
*
« ft
ft
b
ft
rtfM ft
M *
•
O
H
H
<!
o
H r>-;< eh
B
c.q
I
rJ>
s
on
PiO
f>iN
S
£3
o
<
—i ft
o
o
*
* 3 *
fr-
* *- ft
*-
ft cl ft
Z
* *
IQ *
M ri U. ftO o «m cn
rH i-5
1
r.v (
W
h3 s
o
z o
cc
ft
pp o o < ft
w o h >
a Ptf H P-* ftM Pi P »-• V ft
<ij H CDH o M < ft
l-CT* EH
_J ftM in
'"A heH ft
<W
H CO ft
Cn < ft
n O
w >— uOUJ ft
E-j «/> oc ft
Pfo CO Vi. ft
Pi
u
o ft
CC < 1
>O UJ ft
3 <
O -
(t. o
X
o
o
1 —
•
•—
«
M -«
1 « O 1 1 1
CO UJ o | 1 1
ft CD « k- • 1 o o o O 1 O rO o >0100
CJ < r\j 1 • • • 1 —
‘
• • r-
ft cc ft > 1 o o o 1 ro o O' 1 O' o
a +-•
| 1 rO o
ft ft CC 1 1 •“4 1
CO a | 1 1
ft UJ ft *-* M •
cc o 1 1 1 >0
ft ft O • I •
UL ** o • 1 r-4 o l>4 <M 1 O 00 M 1 H >!•
ft o ft o *-• 1 <N • • • 1 r\i « • * 1 ^ •
o _j 1 o •—4 1 >0 'JO o I r>
ft CO « /V rO 1 o «•* l >0 nJ- ro | ro
o < 1 *—4 1 1 a
ft z ft > a. 1 1 1
r-4 UJ
ft * ft 1 1 1 cC
1 - y- • 1 «f
ft r- ft >— CJ u V > 1 O o 7 _»
”i z a. o. Q. 1 O o 1 < or
ft Ml ft 1 • • -o — cO
o "r -J — 1 m—4 «N» -l o
ft « o n n n 1 o *-
rt u y- 1 o I
ft
«/\
ft O
ft >r ft a
o UJ
ft or ft -
< vn u
ft > ft *+ Cl UJ
o UJ o Of
ft ft cc >- z of
2r-H
I
r
-4
r~i
f. 1
M
r-;
H
ft
- 1!
ft u.
w a
to ft
1
H ft
••4
cn ft UJ
o oU ft -cz a
O
B
r-lM
H
O'J
tOM
r-lh r-M
’, 2 o
w
r,j
c i
ri
P
p<
o
K-l
H fca
OT pn
W !"!
f-M
M
o
prf
» a
* >- *
<
» z »
o
I M t
vo
* UJ ft
O
• »7
Oft
ft O ft
III
ft ar ft
* < *
Cl
ft vo »
<
t Z *
I
CD ft
(\|
-ft
O
Z O ft
3 <
zO l
o
UJ X
of -»
^
o
c o
(J UJ
UJ >
cf
o
w H O *C ftH r/'j > u. v- <
!*• 1 P-i
* vo7 UJM P y- 'f- * r» i i
r_j
&
< s o or
UJ D
1
-4
_j « nr O
p Pi 3 * U. »- 1
03
'•‘I rO ft
VO 1
7 -CH Pi O ro uj
—
r| C ') <f Z 1o b 4 O u.M r -3 - <* ft uj r5o' O
n r'l /)Z *
J;
'
'/> y-
H UJ •r> | «
J- z
»
1
4 O vo ft c
rH f-4 C —* UJ
_
i C£ O ft to UJ
,
.1 i
_!
1 uj nr
H pa o 1 ft «r X
CO
<T ft
UJ
ft nr ft
j-
7
j j < o
1
j « ft
»4
Cl o
r *) ft CD ft uj O
o C
ft O ft
o: jC
Pi ft V- «
O
ru Z
r»
,
<1 Z ft o o
* or *
UJ
ft I- ft
z
ft -I ft
I
ft ^ ft
X
ft ft
ft ft
CO
t ^ ft
o
» of ft
<
ft > ft
ft ft
ft ft
(.0
UJ UJ
aT Z
»- O • % t7 fv a a
id
n t _iH
i > o n o
tf DV-
ro O O C7
• • •
N U>
o o o o
o oo
rg ^ o ?
0* 1/00
N
N Hi N C1
h uj n
N n»n
—* O
1
<7* o o
• • I
ng <n rg
go O rO
o
I
I rg O'
I
•
I r*
I
I
I NN *—
o >t u> >
o
<N O
IN O ^
>0 >f
«<0
r» -a go i to r-
O N rO |
rsJ ro -4 |
o m co *o i —* -o
•o ^ r-
rg oo ^
O o o o
I I I
o o o
o
a
UJ
orO
UJQ
•O
X
V-
3:
Z -J
x3 V-
-J r>
CD *-
o II
UJ
of
<Jf
r>o
x
s1/1H
I
u.\
wp
0
E'H
H
w
B rthS
, .(W H
ftfWK [x 1
E ' on
I
t-i
fQ CO
o
U w
C.i :$
"i I
m : 3
01 oM
u
I"--)
MH H
?Z CO
N $
m (v3
rtf wM H
&
8
w
I
o
M
M
t
-r
H
[H
</j
3
co
:.1
h - J
r/-t i.i
o : ;
o
rtf
r i
s
10
£
•
*
o
r h
H
w
rtf
ft O
z
ft U»
or o
« <
X r-»
ft VO
I
* hUJ
CO O
ft O <
l_> Ok
ft I
ft CO ft
ft LU ft
Ct
» < ft
ft o. ft
o
ft o ft
o
ft ft
ft c/> ft
P»
ft — ft
or
ft -u ft
k-
* 2 t
ft I ft
* ft
rr>
a. »
O ft
co •
:r o •
a
O < ft
>
-« ft
k > I
an
< ft
wp e
h
-> *
_J
Til v 3 £C < ft
!..> H k-
hi «t Z ft
s §
UJ
*- X ft
IP 1
*~4 co ar ftM P UJ
w CO Q. ftX
-j >r o <7* O
U1 Eh O LU * X -t • •
rtf Ok- a? CO
|tf U
t= M
u. C ft
C -| ft
at O
k-
r"4
P 1 -C •-* *-
«n o
•o
# or ft
ft uj ft
ft UJ ft
or
ft ^ ft
o
» ? *
« rsj •
<1
m ro ft
O
ft or «
<r
ft ”> ft
ft ft
ft ft
i i
I f^DflCO I >Ck'«00
* -J IO O (
«: l) I
0(^0 I no <
• • • I
f\ «C rvi I
I
I
a o
.o —
*
n O CG o
r? so o
O a o
L"\ —
M ^ O
n» (nj ^-4
ro C D
n O O
•f •— TO O
fl J'O
h- (N
m 'O O
(NJ ~-4
oj a o
'i --
n
o k-
* ac
m o
o o
ITS •
O
o
I o
I rO •
I I
I I
as c i m a- .*3 o i vQ o
3 >-
-j o
o »-
NUMBER
OF
MISSING
03SE*VaTI
224
H
t.o
cn
|j'
t:i
u>
PW
w
fci
i-j
BH
t.o
r-'l
, 3
K- «- .
• X
Ui
« J •J
« JtO
« (V •
z
• UI •
» »- •
z
• IU •
0
I D •
-
• •
• -J •
a
» » #
1
o i
X>
T—
I
I
rti
J)
H
s
i ; cn
j. j wH NM
r~ to
a
to
Sjl
w o
V.1
1-1 !' i
l>1 P3
P
r-1
a
p.
$
M
o
S
Pm
8M
>—
4
t'i
oH
r o »
aO < •
•4 •
t/> «
I D •! -O
l\j o
> o
c? a
o o
o o •
o o «r
I 00 *- O -4 ^ ^
rsi o in
I
o o
a o •oon
o •
•
I N - O «
! O' o
O o N© O
o *
I Nm « a
• I M ^ D© O ^O O
r* o
z u tv a i o u.
•3 l*«
t) J j>- i '**-O o r» o i t*
nr O • I tu
<M O O CD
t/\ (O vl
o /\ O •
- O |
• O -4
.J
o <M
Coo
O O ©
O O o o
Q O O
o o o o
o o o
M O 'T -«
*A **•
-• Q -4
w0 <7 PNJ
OOOO I O O O O
o o o t o a o
OOOO I —40 —
O O O • o <7 <
OOOO I ^ O
O o O | o
O O O o
o o o
OOOo I O o 03 I OOOO
OOOO 1 OOOo
• • I * 4 •O O © I o o o
O O o O I o o o O I o
I !
I O O * I
I 4 • • I
I o-o^l
I 2 ^ !
i 'O I o o o O I o ©
o o <
O o «
o o o o | -o ©
• 4 • » •
o o o I
I «< nj rf
r
_i
X ^
“> «-
a •
««
> *
H
*
M
til
2:5
C 4
n.'
c.s
o
r*2
p.
oM
5*
H
II
l
O
E-J
ui
H ,.i
f i o
fK.p
K -
f •*
o
C..1
u]
pi
N
.-1
*|
f i
y
h
.'•4
o
t-l
H
r. In
t I HI
H
:’2 co
-
1 r*
sj"
m r*«
CO o
r»3
p! w
n r><
m i-i
P, ;.>0 ro
Pi
y
Pi
r/1
1 I
•. V
r>
0
H
• >4
$
0
E-»
Li
1
'
iN
I I
ro
• -i •
. S.
-
• X t
o
• VJ #
• J •
«c
• ^ »
o
# « •
to*
t-
• — •
-
• WO *
z
* - •
^ »
o
z o I
cc
o < *
Ui •
Of •
Cj
• •
i/l
4 •
Ui
*x *
<
s/s
:* <O t-
a O
I — <D O
-O
O — ~*
o o o o
o o o
O O O c?
o o o
OOOO t nOOO
• • 1 •
• •
O O O I o o o
O C> O O I
... I
O o o I
•*> o c r- I
WO W> ^ !
-» o o >o I wo O (
O INN I o >r ioj
o ^ —
-J »- I -« -
I -« o *> -0 I U> K
X <
D H-
./ n
r» w-
*o •
A
a. •
<
> •
Njnae»
jf
MissiNi
oast^vATiws
2 ?#>
"i
txjOM
£M
to
O
HH
to Cf 1W 6
H pi
<C
« w
i-’j to
w
e>
—
? * PftM o
r*«
m
in p
i t W
Eh
o <ti
u o
oN Po H
-*l
-'-t!
Sj r-t
Pj wO
P
00 H Ul
1
Pi
EH
M
r»<
r-;-
c -4
o
'i M Mj to
ejj
I-.4
Vi
H
H cA
*
M
r) PW
to 1-1
H • rj
p! &
tt
M-l
t-i
:>
H
(V* \uO O
P<W
Pi
H
•
hi
$ 9
3
4
I’
P'
to
q Wm
p< 8
8 *H
rj
i >
C>H
u
I
Ltl
(V)
• < «
itj
« VI «
IU
• ct *
f nf I
o
• u. •
• »- •
VII
• OJl
.9.
ZO •
<*
a •(
3 4O -
« a
2 5
* •I I
Ul
i a i 1
«*> • - • t O O o o 1 O o o ^ H O O p 1 O O O O • O rv o O o o o o | -H CP
* >r i
*• O • UJ Ul 1 O O O 1 o o o O O PU 1 o o o 1 o o o o o o a21 nr »- i 1 vT> O 1 1 oM * » C
_
1 1
-i i 1 1 UJ1 / I 1 1 l »u
V/> VO. • <C
UJ O O I 1 1 1
v> •- * - o
• < ® rO ^ 1i o o o a o o o o o o o o 11 -• o ^ O' -h O m cr 1 ro 'ti U.O O « Z m 1 • 1 V • • • 1 • • • • • i • a
* iu 7. 'Ton 1 o o o a o a o o o 1 o m ^ lA (O PI 1 ‘tj
n -J • > U.i m • » r\ m
1UJ V- 1 1 UlO • wo 1 i Ul
* « a • i • 3
~l n o 1 i • UJ
• u> * V- • o -a o o i —« t*> vjo <y o e o o O o o o 1 -H O U' CP o o o o 1 U u> O
vn Psi • • • t . • 1 • • • . . . 1 •
• if i a «t> r*- 1 m (M ru o c o o o o 1 o Psi Csi o o o • m VA
• & • 3^ rg ''" I 1 ^0 *-« 1 ~ M
o a. v0 1 •
• * i
HI
v/> - o I
•
-i * O l
VAJ O • <fN ON 1 M ^ O' -NO - C 1 o o o o r*> O O 'T3 1 PM Pv -1
• a « - "« i-4 • • • • • • 1 « • • 1 • • • 1 ru •
O UJ O rp -H 1 OPn> n ^ <n l O C tP 1 o o o 1 tP -O ® 1 VA
• • r* HI Ul o O ^ • -O JO i o l p» -• 1 H3
VO < Z a 1 1 1 <N
• Ul * > O T 1 \ •
«
1 A
• A* u W tltul
I
o o o o o o r -J eg
1 r d a a I o u_ o Ul O o a O JC -u
• I-* t r> 1 • 1 • rr • D v-
r» % .j - 1 ^ I- ru -» V> r- -1 oHOnn 1 ^ T UJ O V-
1 v.l "1 Ul «v v »
• • VO u. vO J
r- IU 1 Ul K
• o • Wf V- rt V- 3 o'
•VJM3EA
3?
H
ISS
IKS
OiSEVVATI
?n
c“i
i
'
O
Ch,
w
Pi
M
>'
PJ
CO
<3 wM U
•o p-;
vi -“•!h r. JM v)
9 wN Pi
F> I P'1
o o
-
*
fij R
cy> oH
i
pH !?5M
t-4 Eh
i-1 td W
%
E-*
D C*
9 §
w
C/5M t?
P. o
hi
n (.1N H
H >’*
P< MO n
P-.
a
§3O
5
PH
6H
s
0H
£
P»1
1pj
&
14
« Ui
o
» <
X a
» u
cC
4 <t «
UJ
# o *
Ui
# <* *
I ft f
o
» u» «
f h *
UJ
* o *
o
• D *
# O *
I H#
7 0 *
«
CJ «t *
>
-» »
T <O »-
o' O
og vrv
<7
ru ir\
O'
^ a
M •OO
o
• o: t
•«
• > *
• i
• I
<n
o
<y
a.
I
vo
<
O * * O 1
r o i
1
1
1
1
1 1
1 1
1
1
cO ft T 0 0 c000c O 1 o o o o » O 0 -0 | O O C O | —H aj3 -r i . • • | • • 1 • • • 1 • . . 1 • r
<4 » UJ UJ | o o 000 o i a o o I 0 0 4-1 O O O 1 vf o
oe - 1 • i 1 o o 1 • o
H- • o f 1 i * pj 1 1 Ui
x *: i 1 i 1 1 UJ
V> * TlI1 iiiiii ! I I I I I I I I utO O | 1 i 1 1 u_
V) * - O f 1 • •
I
• I r~ O 8 0 0 C O 1 o o o o 1 o o o o o o o o 1 co u.O * 5T *> I • • • 1 • « • 1 • • • • • • 1 • o
u. 2 1 'O O ^ 1 O O O 1 o o o 1 o o o O O O 1 J
a * > iu l o 1 1 1 1 VI
UJ - 1 —
«
1 1 1 1 Ui
o ^ « vO 1 1 » 1 1 UJ
*-< 1II1I IIIiII IIIIIIIiII or
o • O 1 1 1 1 1 to
— C> O 1 • 1 1 1 UJ
* WO * v- • 1 4 o c000 o i — o a -c 1 o o o o O O O O 1 CO O
v» <M 1 • • • | • « • | • • • 1 • • • • • 1 •
• M 1 ct 1 hC O 006 O 1 0 0 4* 1 o o o O o O 1 r>1 rg7 -> X 1 rg CO » LA rg 1 fM *-4
» O « a - i 1 1 1
-a u. VO 1 \ t 1
# * * I I I I I AIII1I 1 I I I I I X
VO h* O 1 1 1 1 h
* «t « O 1 1 1 1 M
UJ —4 O • 1 O r- 4 6 2 0 3 Vi> 1 O ~4 -0 1 o o o o ^ O H a] | 4 r- X
• ct * *—4 E— -« 1 *-• • • • 1 1 1 • I • • • 1 • • • • • • | < *
< o UJ 1 vD ^ 1 0*7 o' i o r*- >* 1 O O G O r- 1 o PO
• * V UJ lU I >o ^•1 O i vr» o 1 ^ CT'
VO < *1 « f 1 p 4 f CP
M Ui * > O TT 1 1 i 1 CM
a pg
* 1 « 1 1 i 1 1 1
•
l 1— V ' F- 1 >*• ro
» r* » Ulhu) 1 o -0 O o r> O ^ -JO X <X za ft a i oil o UJ o o
1 PO * n i.i • nr • • • o
n ^ j f- i -« *- ru n * o P- «l o
% « > r> r-» I :r V- O V-
a* ML- 1 UJ “> o
• % VO IV
tuUJ t
ft hO ft ft - V- or
TO
NJM
3
ER
OF
MISSING
OBSERVATIONS
2 JR
to
I--I
i tH
i I
HHO
,
-
1
E-h
M
ft
U3 eH P:
cn <*3
M
ft cr.
'-'1
it1
o o
t i r-iH
v-p p
1
4
EjI
r>4 H
C_5 -- ]
£ oo
P-1
E-'iO
H
W wo
•*< po p
C-J
)
!h*4 p
tv H
/*• i
w
V- *M
1-J M r/)
°9 l 1
O M
Pi P
W P
'/I
Pi R
r;
P yW
E"H r-i
rl oO
Fm r i
r!
's'*
5 J
a
CO pi
H
w
Pi
cA
t ‘i M
o
r-.
r-H
53 pciU
i-H
oH
Eh
» - -
M
HM
* o
a.'
* < i
tu
* oo ft
u»
f oc #
* Of #O
* a #
* - #
Ul
» o ft
o
* 3 *
H «
2 0 #
UC
o < #
>
— #
u V *
3 <
o »-
af o
< •
UJ
at *
o
uj »
nr
- •
<-o
UJ
a.' •
o o o a
o o o
o o o o i oooo
o O o I o o o
• o - o l 4 0 -*®
o »-* 41
o c. o a
o o o
P o ^ ®
o ^ -r
l o o o o
I -O o o
I • •
•
| ON#
i o «r *n»
l ~*
I
T
~ ~
Z a a a i ox
^ I * I
CJ ** -J >- » -* *-
i r-y O o i
X ft
Z> ft-
_J O
o »-
m r
*r D
u 2
I-
1
fxJIp
.**-1
Ml
. 4 C
1
" 1
,
,
1
fi:
1
- 1
P- pi
Q t
'
t-
1 -
P
c
h]
<rj
’sa
L j
M
(J. 8
l,i M
1-1 pe3
P i P
3 r'n
Pi fil
5j i- i
C.5
r ’
p
Jv. p
o i *
.1
p(q
1
'
a
rH
Cx|
I
;.i
. J
pq
w w
£3 r-’iH g
M l/j
M ^
b p-]
P'4
<: Q
Ml m3
tO Pi
NM tuO
p k •
w £H b
Oh
o o
Pm H
Sh
5f4 0
5 w
c ’>6 w
w tc
p 4 H
l
*4 'b raM
$ ftOO H
Eh !>
H Ml
coW
bnN
* j
* < u.
- O
ft z
UJ ^4
ft X.
ft o; uj
uj o
* CL -*
X Ql
* UJ
I
* I *
r
ft o *
cc
* <#
tu
ft A ft
UJ
* a: *
ft LL *O
ft *
l/l
ftp#
>:
*
* i
>
ft i *
< »
<3
U. »
o »
vO ft
ZO »
crQ ft
M- >- *
cfj
< «
L«J
I #
UJb
<1
ft —
I
»
Ol
* «
•/>
IU
3 <r
o h-
a O
*- > o
h- o
> « •
- 3 m
z n
uj u.
H
O
o •K > fSI
M-
2 7
IU Uj
*- :r
2' ZO uj
O ,0
O
•o
cn
>r
ro o
fNI •
o
o
«
ft VC
u
ft *-
UO
* tu ft
or
* I *
I
’£
* m *
* «.
# ft
in
t o «
r>
ft a: ft
<
« > *
ft ft
ft ft
z a. a. o.3
O J J h
» % n n o
tX. o -
o o o o
o o o
o o o o
o o o
u- o o u-
tT\ os
eg O —
«
O O O C
• • •
o o o
O O O o
o o o
o o o o
o o o
I O o m
o o >*
o o
O O O « I o O rO
o o vf 1
A CO iA I
I
^ o o ^ I
• • • IlAoN |
fNI »/> «-* t
I
I
n 3O U.
• I
O o vf
in ^
I
I
I
I
I
I
I O O o o
I •
• •
) o o o
I
•
I
I
o o o o
o o o
o o o o
I I »
o o o
I I
T i
I I
I O v/\ P'"' I ri o A O I o o a o
• • • I
• • • I • • •ON ^ | O N- I-O I OOO
u> I O rn -* i
l -• I
I I
o o o o
OOO
O C G O I >* ^
• • « I •
o o O I N-
o o u-
o
r> o o o
OOO
O A
m
ft-
CO 00
I I
7 _J
>: <
o r-
-J oO t~
NUMBER
OF
MISSING
OBSERVATIONS
fl'i
M
ta-1
on
w tl.
M D
u
E> w
f>1 U)M m
to rr
O ,.J
:
<qMCI
to '.v;
P
C>
rn in
pi
fo w
o
l’-)
cm
cm
t
<u
to
1-1
£1
Ft P'
M
!
PO
w
w PH M
PPI-
I
pH »-5O o
ij ^W H
to
&
w
H
fV:
P
P -1
E-i
PiQ
P-i Pd
PI O
nd o
pd
£3 p
l
-j tti
pi bO M
q MPd rs
C’ i
laS
oM
f-J
O
H
* UJ u»
X o
• —
•
«
« UJ
tv
* X UJ
UJ UJ
• z
-a0 tv
• 7
1
» I •
X
< •
UJ
# •/> *
UJ
» ft
• UL. »
2 O •
orO < I
13
• 7 •
• *
!3
« r *
X
* • •
vn
UJ
• or •
<
« *
t/>
> ^
UJ UJ
at i/n
z o
UJ •
> ^
O O o o I o o
O O o t o
a o o o i
o o o i
OOOO I ^ o
o o
O 3
un —
*
P>j O
0 3 0 0
o a o
o o o o
o o o
O o o o
O o o
O O O O
o o o
0 3 0 0
o o o
< o tr
-r
^
l' ro
OOOO I oooo
OOOoi Nk o t I o o _
OOOO I OOOO I
• • • I • • • IO O O I O O O I
2 7
UJ UJ
h- :*
> o o o
o o o
I O o O o I oooo I OOOO
OOOO I OOoO
• • • I
• • •
O O o I O o O
o o o o
o o o
I o o
I o o
I o o »
' • • Itool 0 0 3
I (3 o
I -*
O O ^ I
oooo
o o o
oooo
a o o
OOOOI
• • • IO O O I
1 o O <-* I Ojrt
O O O O I O to
• • • I •O o o I 3
OOOO I OOOO I
• • • I • • • I
O o O I O o O I
• -O ft
r*
• or •
<
o
E-I
H
» r
r -J
w
: n
u *
pn
CO
wM
Eh
hH
!>M
[H
CJ
i
<*] L
H £j
wW tnR W
£ CP
•fi
n
s3
[-!
’.1 S?5
r-t
hi
o P'
1 H w
M fe
;q
rN
w
r
\
XC.) »*—
i
w o
pc! t“C!
PH
o M
< R
i j H
cn 3 >
rs| <1 r
1 oN W
f-lH
:-i r -1 H
I" 'I
(« R
-- M CP
E-<
8
K
S
t/-i
§wCO pel
a O
•
'
«
p2
« Pi
w
EH
(
1
! 8
o M
pH
Taj
i~j
TO
o
r/) E~c
$ Ehi —-
o W
o ft
ocj
Pt w
8 RtcM H
oH
H
/—IW
ft
i
•:
w
• uj
a
* x UJ
uj o
# z «t0 a
* 7
1
» |
• o »
o'
# ^ t
< 4
4
Z O #
CL
Cj < *
>
*•* *
k- > >
rr* •
> *
<-01
X 7 O »
- UJ • I o o o o
> VO I • • •
U> UJ I O o O
oc l/l I
I z
--Ok
Z O I
V UJ • I CsJ O c —
•
I • . .
ae uj | so co o3 */’ i .-g
o o o o
o o o
oooo
o o o
o o o o
o o o
o o o o
a o o
o o o o
O O o
o o o o
o o o
0 0 0 3
o o o
O O o o
O o o
o o o o
o o o
oooo
o o o
0 3 0 0
o o o
ct « —•
• fl O ,/> j Oooo i OOOO I O o o o
• . • I • * • I . • .OOOI OOOl O o O
OOOO
o o o
OOOO I OOoO
O O o o
O O o
oooo
o o o
o o
1 o o
o o
' O o
OOOO
O O o
oooo
O O O
oooo
o o O
O o c CD
o o o
1
<7* o -c i m -o
^ lA I O
-o
• • • I •
-r o vj- i m
oooo I 0-0
oooo I u> r»
• • • I •OOOI <N
O O O O I
OOOI
NUMBER
OF
MI
SSI
NS
OBSEiWATICNS
?J2
<r
<N
l
fM
rj
.-1
r i
M co
s M
l- 1H
0 1 H
E-i » - '
1- J
H
I T
H
»-.*
r •» CJ
wH
'l'
1-0 £
w <rj
d w03
8
PQ
fl;
cv
;
C/3
i* -iM
w wo l~r*i
fc--<M
r>
H
k
i.-j
CO
FI
03
o n
^ -A wW w
03
fj
pc
O pc
•x! r>M
u< E-j
o Si
s
o
g
H
}tiH
M
r-i
M ?H T
!*'•! rZb o
r] h
“'I 03
to MW O
0 0
saf?
0 d
an
CO b<
\i
l
l
o s:
g °
r-4 m
0-i F<
wHhr
f HH
2 o
ocO vj
« 7
« »/>
• ?
X
I **
• -t
1 IX
• c*
•4
• >
*
-tO K
cf O
V o
' »- •
u_ m
O O O O I OooO | O O O o
n o o I o o o i ooo
1 O <N ! OOOO
• • • I
•
. •
O ^ I o o o
oooo
o o o
oooo
O O o
-r —
—< o
o o
' o o
O O O o I
• • • I
O O O I
O O O o I
• • • IO O O I
f* <N)
i m
i o
I o o
oooo
o o o
O o o o
o o o
O o o o
o o o
OOOO
o O o
o o o o
o o o
OOOO
o o o
iNoom
o ^ -o
oooo
o o o
oooo
o o o
n ui
*- t » o # %
zi a a a.
D
n rt . i »- ”» -
-J oO v-
oH
H
fj.1
K
M
I
o
0
P<
CHI
SQUARE
»
3S.
35841
WITH
18
DECREES
OF
FREEDOM
SIGNIFICANCE
-
0.0063
\1-
“I
M P-1
p: i iH W
1 i: -i
PQ
xr, M
;j nW 0 1
> ft
Pi ft
ft w
r/J
III
ft
ft
r h
i- -i
ft
ft
Cn|
I
r
xA
r'l
H f. -
Jr'; H
PI
n nlp WH W
r/i
u—
I
i' 1 CW
P-t i wO /A MO H
1
—
!
H
p4 C/1 »—
,
M M H
<r! O H
l'-'l aP o <rj
[ -i n t-'
,
.
t-3
n
CJ
p-.
i-: N -;l|j W
o CJ
w
n (
0
W I '"1
C'l t-i
pJH
...1
'-0
n O
w K-l
Eh H
V,O M
P-i H
pi ITS
p3 n
W n
SI
pi
rjj o
o o
Pi pi
Pt p'
G^
-I
£•
&
•
z
ft ui u.
*•- a
• 0
•»
nr
» Ui uiV o
I < <1 0l
ft to
ft Ui *O
ft i- ft
<
» Z •
—
ft «
X
ft O «
or
• < »
ui
ft »/o
ui
» « I
* M t
IO ft
m
-O •
?: o »
a.
O -t *
1 <O w-
aC. O
tn
wo uj ftO
wo 3 ft
h~
O — ft
flt “ ft
<O ft
-
Z ft
UJO ft
•U ft
wo ft
UJ
U ft
I
I ft
m
—* •
3L
ft
'i O |
r > o i
- v- • i co o o
u. >r i — • • •
Ui I O rw —
a ix. | o n» >r
o
>. 2. I
o CO m
- O I
>• O I
>- - • i u> r- -o
I o o o o
o o o o
O O o
PJ O O r
o -o .
o O O O
Q O O
OOOO
o o o
NOON I
• . • I
O B v| I
I N- O N-
, O O o o I
• • • I • • • I
•o qo >r i o o o I
o o o o i
• • • i
o o o i
» m -• m i oooo l o* <*
. . • i • • • I •
(O — ( N | O O O I O
l t
o o O f~* I OOOO I OOOO
• • • I • • • I • • •O o O I o o o I o o O
I
- -
O o O O I OOOO I -• o o o
• • • I • • • I • • •
O o O I OOOI OOIM
- *— »— » »-
n j jh
» > n ro o
nr O v-
r <3 w-
_J o
or «
<
> •
oh
i j
b
o
1
1
r~i
P4
H
pi '
I- I r
Pi !' 1
H t-<
V' iQ : 1U t]
IQ fri
3 [:
o
O', [-’
p« n
Pi
l-l
w
"» I
H
H
W
;:ri pc oj
f—• Pm
r.') {>.J
»
o u.
o
*
IL H
fl U.
-*
« K- IJJ
V) O
-t <
Z a.
* i j
of
« «i «
UJ
* vo ft
UJ
ft Of *
ft UJ ft
r
h
* I »
-J
ft -J ft
D
* l 1. *
» U. %O
* *0
« z *
1
«f *
c*
C.5 a
P-1 H y 00 »
>o H > n
tN c4 w z o *
1
|M WM wV) piPi
CL
CJ <
>
»
- 1J •
PI >-< t-1 [H
hi w H 10
h >*
c0
«
2? p tu i .1
H-i b b -J *H PM Pi »
«T, Pi •.ri -
Ml p] N fO - *H Pi 'O
PI
-J
o
»
n H Pi h- < •W S3H W
Pm Q
o b
P< H
fij to
K*
H f I
Ph r’ *H M
hi
C/] 1-1
; J h
-•5 P
(
v
>O
8
Pm
fci
o
o
lu U
o . fj
rvi
M
P9
w> 3 *OCO»
<
OL *Q
o :* »
D
* CD #
ft 2! «O
ft O ft
ft U) ft
UJ
• r/ »
• ui ft
UJ
ft O ft
o
• I ft
»4
ft fO ft
• f<! •O
• r< •
• > *
CO
s»
o
o
•
o
1 <*
o -
u o
O' o
-* •
o
(Y UJ
13 a
o a
a. x
O UJ
z cr
— X
00
o
O UJ
or 7*
< O
> z
crv o ^
*-* o •—*
CO o •oNON
eg ru O'
m o ^
o o O o
O O o
o o o o
* • •
o o o
o o o r»
• • •
o o o
• O m o I rn .
• • • IO CD (Nl
O r»\
I
O O O o I ^ rO
• • • I •O O O I
I '4
I
InOnh i
• • • IOs ^ |O I
I
o o O O I ir\
• I « | H »
o o o I o
I rsi
I
I
I
o o o O I o
t • • | rsi •O O O I r*>
sum)
zr ol a. a.
13
n j j>-unnn
o: dm
r -J
X <
K-
_j a
o *-o
<
a
x
o
lQ
T
P'..
10
B
y y,
r
1
i-i
\
. i r i
P0
t >
1
1
[} i
'
« k
<n
v'
I>1 i i
f
'
t;
|
t *
h 1
ro
i i
i i
C,
; l
B
# * i
! ! c
S
•) l‘i
tn
U
(N
l
f'-t
i-i
t <
i'i
nti
I
;
yj i «
-
y W
i-- t'l
r,
d 1
i -i w
i'J
f
1
*•
‘
o V'
l»l
\t
1
'1
1
M
f"
1 1
"H**
• «o vk
• 2 °
*:
-
• o
• o o
I 4 «l
tb
• 9
• h *
• Ui •
• ti •
r>
• M I
ft
• o •
u
• •
sA
• ui •
IM *
!’? r.lMO*
to m ;
I i M
V > L
1
< I pr, t/
»
rf P to
r>
h q
*
*
»
t > I •*', (!)
i.mv r-
nr* U\
P<
'
.1 w i
I I \ • HN 1
i
'
1
' d
r>t 1. 1 \
'
PI •' <
ro mi
o '• 1
PI [•<]
p! m •H
(
\
•1 H
>
UI »
,3.
O •
«• •
r\
* o •#Q * •
oS.
Ui
u •
V •
4 •
%A •
P
* « •
«4
• > •
• 4 S • • • • J »*• <M O
•»b «' -1
r
«
1 - I I |
S,L,eJee.o!«eoo ! 00. 0. 0. ! \ ** •
" ooo ! oooi OOO ooc «ov, , ooo; ^
n i 2 I ! !
I SI-333 1 -3331-332HhI *552 *225 l^i "2
i».i i i |
—
s
. i - * * n i -v * - ! « « « «*, | « ® •
- s
- 7 7 *, i * *.
^
I °22 2 i 5 2
ic i
-—
}
2
j
- j
•*
i
-
i !l
—
w — ~ 7 - , i *
1
8
: L • * * -• rs
,7 w ^ ’ *; * '** Muppp I T X tu CL
A 7 2 1«*» >
_
!- 3
t X r % a
1 i ( vv A *—
E 5 I l i i S
i
3 4 R. "
>
S 5
U.1
2 16
<X>
<C)
I
fr-l
f:-l
i-l
§H
O
r--i
Q faw 1/1
ro F-i MH I - ! J
;:j in [ 1
CO 1 1M
Pi t'l
fj
‘j
y -i
H ;i/'* Pi C 1O Cj - 4^
CJ Q
Pi rxi
S3 Pi bpiy * v*
r
1 u wo II toQ h | C-l
rnPi
Pi
i ) *
P J ; j M
hi w
P4 H
1
1
U! <
'
f-i M
H » T-f- 1
£-H h 1
M
pi t>1
t-H U4 Q
^ 1 MW F-i F1-1h-
^-i
M f-.-i
hi CO i'Ci
.-4 oM u: h-l
CO P4 F i
CJ -1
!
r
jM IA oi
! F 4 o
fi 10 Pi
(O f’O
F.-j
'*i
«-i-»t-o
hi
O
CO
rl
i-j
r'i
nM
0
PH
m H
1 r> P5
w
I
! j
I
—
1
ni F-t
C-i r.o
Mto-i
Vt»
f 'i t*iO [i
o
Pi
|X|
PiO
M
Pi
W
V
<•'
I-
-1
rj'
I- 1
CJ
1-1
c
,
n
h
,
i
o
i-l
?>-i
, i
1
:1
b c'O i -iU H
iTL' V
W
F<3
o
U| —
•
* I-
z
4 uiu.
~ O
* CCO -«
II
a
* UJ UJy o
* < <
x a.
« i
o
ft u ’
-ftO
•ft *
v>
ft -• *
ft K- ft
«<
X ft
I-
ft ft
•jr
« O ft
nr
# H I
UJ
ft cO ft
UJ
ft ac *
« »• >
IO *-
rO
IL ft
Z O ft
ac
O < ft
ft- V
cO
< *-
CO
ft- <
ft-
CO 7rD
cO O
v~>O O
<
a
o
o ^
4 ft-
ft CD
H ZO
# U
ft W
UJ
ft nr
ft t/1
ill
ft O
r>
u i
ft >
CO
nj
oO
•
o
•* <tO ft-
nc O
O' o
Nf •
o
o
o
V O
rr o
uj
ft- X
-2 p:
CJ uj
U O i I 1 )
^ a. a. a.
oO "ft -i ft-unnn
of o V-
ft n 3 n
ao
-f O'
o o o o
o o o
O M vf
O IM
o o o o
o o c
a o o o
• • •
o o o
I
I
O O o o i
• • • I fM
O O o I I
« 1
I
I
o o O o
I I I
O o o
I O 'T U.
i • a
I CO
I —
4
CO
I
l UJ
1 O I o •H*
0-4 |
—4 I
t
I
I
o o c o i m
• • • i •
o o O I o
of
<
r>
o
OJ
H
tO
/.
u
of
UJ
o
mO
co
cO
X
u.
o
tt
UJ
03
X
o
z
IH
H
,
gi
r
)
i
-i i "iW l
V (
r.>j rr
n ('
. 1.1 i.
o
M I- I
n L
t'r.i
i -i
r 1
C./.I
I
-I
H
i i
'
i
i
f i
u
I
-.1
•
H
( ,
1 o <.
I 1
1
P '
pj Vi
1* • U !
1 1 Cl'
L i
i i 1.1 l •
*
5
]
Cw
.
i i c
'.1
r *M
i i
t*
[ 1
, |
,. i
;
i
,
i i
F *
ri
»o
• j
: j
£•!
to
I*., J
r"i <* .
p.
F'l
F .
1
H
.ri
i‘
!
ii
( i
I
:
M
ivl
1
1
(>
i h
j
:
W
i t
t *i
p
'
M
< ;>
. -r,
ri
i’,
I. )
fi
u.
o
• Ui
o
t
-f7 O.
fr o
• r* *
» 7 «O
« UJ «
Ci
» •
7
• CT »
• o
ID
• nr •
• i
CL
» ^ vt
» 7 »
M liO70 4
uO *f *
>
- v *
tfi
*i «
sn
n *- «
i.
a i *
l
i j «/> •
•»
UJ »
or
• *t •
« X I
u
• nr •
*4
V Ui 1
i/>
• UJ t
a
• «
UJ
• ft »
r>
« I- •
D
U VL •
I
• ru *
-J
• mu
*
tf> •
o
ft- 4
•4
• * •
9
_i m ui n) »/> -4 COt -f “4 • ro • u*N «OH ui > o
a n r\J o
»-
—4
++ *4 W »4 ** M I l I I
»/> O 1 1 1O 1 1 1
r • 1 -* o o l <"> C7* a cr i sr ’~oO r~ i ... i • • • i t
1 S 1 un \rs iO I ru | N. I
UJ x 1 | i *
or *- l i i •-4iiiii3I o
U. O 1 | iO 1 I i oZ *10 0 0 0 1 <NJ ro O C* I fM O-o 1 • • • 1
-* l O O O 1 o rn i o NO UJ 1 1 O 1
IU > l 1 -4 1 UJ
(J» * 1 1 J u
iU-6 1 1 1
vy r> i i
^ UJ • l o O O o i 1^ ro ^ l ^ f-.Tiui I ... I • • • 1 •
•“« I O O O 1 O O m !O rr 1 1 »4 O -4 1 .4
>U t5 1 1 —4 | o
or C» i I 1
« M M 4U-hO 1 | I
on O 1 1 »
* 'l • 1 ^ Do T) 1 (M >0 o IA 1 >0 rn uj j1 i • • • i r
»« i o in i 4 un rO 1 -4 oO cc i m N i ro ^ rj i m o
UJ O 1 i i UJQ C 1 1 i UJM H H M fr-4 »4 M ^4 M M a
K- O I 1 1 ILO 1 1 1
;! • i >r co o -a i J a O ai i to h- aO nl 1 ... I • • • i • o
»*4 UI | o o Ni 1 O a h- i mO UJ I n> I -4 | «~4 un
uj or » i i UJall i 1 UJi : [ : i i I I I I I it
• O | | 1 OO t | 1 UJ
:• • i f*. .< o i o ro tr n l -• o O
O (NJ 1 . . • | ^4 . • • | r-4 •4 | O- ^ CVJ 1 ^>0^1 • 4 45
O i |
iu n i i
rx “Jt 1 1
Ol U* -• 1 CM
1
1
XO o | i 1 -
O « 1 1
;• • I n -* o 9* i O o O CO 1 ro O' K
a • i 4 • • 1 •
-< 1 ^ o ^ 1 O O O 1 O
«•> i rjo • •
UJ UJ 1 -4 l 1 UJ
rr T i i 1 m
(^
i i 1 •
f- 4- - »
1- 1 1 U i 1 1 o
^ a. <v a 1 O
r> 3* .1
O X •(
—4
D • • • r> »-
CO t Jh 1 -4 <m -j r>
nnfjn i O I*U h | o
UJ
OC
-t
•>
Cl
in «-n
o iu o
tl
or V T 1 4X
> o
?o
o">
!
!' i
M
i-l
c
.;iH
(CH
u
w
1 j
s
r->i
0
H
1
53
>
w
LH
s!0 t/)O W
rt w
e<-»
" §9
Pi
Pi
r>
hJ HO 1/5
>
SH PfiH 0
Pi
C> t/5
u
M
PI
I
i
0
pi
h
-ij
H
-j
CD
q
0-1
n<
P«
o
ptf
w
E9
q
* u.
o
UL ~A
* u.
» ft- UJ
vi o
* <
X a
• o
at
« < •
UJ
• VO *
Ui
* oc »
* UJ ft
X
# I *
-J
# -J *
ZD
* IL ft
# U- »
a
• *0
# z •
1
< •
CM
UL •
o *
« «
o
zo I
0-^4
>
H (- < -J 'O o t o o o
F< ft- V
05
or
-r
n ft—
r«0 •
CM
^4 • VO •
ro O
t/i
: j
1
1
1-1
< •
-J ft
or a
»-
r- cm o
M M M < M M M M M
» -J
Pc s!
*D *
(£) •
CP
.00
1 1
1 1
1 O O o O 1
1
»
ro o O 1 m Q
c* n < * ct. uj
1 • • • 1
1 o o O 1
• t • | .
-*001 o
$ 3
•J ZD OC 1 1 CM O 1M ft- < • CJ o
1 1
- I
> ( '» > U. X 1 i 1
<r w U5 UJ # *-• l
'
II1II i K< M M
d f9
c
VO O It
ft- r>
o ! 11 1
o u • i ^ >r o o il o o o o 1 r- o
o P Oa ft C CM i • » • ii • • • I •n r. Q. UJ | 1 o o o l >*
•
* i
e*j
* * a i *
t
O KJ | —• o —
*
!
^
*c nr i —
<
1 i
pi 13
i i
LJ VO * ft- X I i I
c.) -J H M M M
z
a:
o
• <* «
# X *
u
# or #
» UJ «
VO
» UJ *
ct
* I
UJ
J l< •3
* ft-
• CJ. *
I
« ro *
J
• ft> *
1 «
«A
V UO •O
t « •
* > *
• •
• #
i Jl -fl O
o «r n
rrt ao cm
I
l
CM fO xf O I C*5 O
• • t | •
f ^ vT I -O
| CM
I
I
I
I
cn o ^ o i
r> *o o
j> -fl ro
l
I
n o c ) i
I
0* f*0 rO O I
• • « I
•J m ao |
J3 fO ^ i
I
l
^ ^ ^ V
Z o . CL a.
15
a •* _j -
c » n rm
r/ O -
y _l
X <
D K
_i o
ro ft-O
Z
n
z
1 \)
PQ
cnWH
gH
cn
O
rH
ro
I
[T i
MP
3H
Eh
<!
g BPiSH '"sto
CD CP
gj PM
Pi
n o
w f'.i
>
.-I p
o w
|;> Eh&^
—4 <rj
HI U
o
&3 PPQ <]
CJ
M Eh
PQ 1-0
C>O gH
PQ
V'T
O
P M
Pi Pi
H
(.5 K>
M
>C
5rt
Q
m
P
g
{.'3
W
H <
pi
o r -i
Pi
3
%
w pi
P w
pi
W
w fO
2pi
Pi
r i
o
Pi
w
a
vu
O
<
X Ol
« «
>
<£
ft
-t ft
Ui
ft k/1 ft
Ui
ft ot ft
ft of ft
o
ft U. ft
ft K ft
Ui
ft O ft
n
# ^ ft
ft o *
» w t
z o #
OL
O <( ft
>H «
K V ft
as
»
is #
as ft
< *
K ft
wr» «
Z
</> CJ *
OK#
<
n. -J *
O
o 5: ft
</> #
i
« i *
CO
ft < ft
UJ
ft et ft
<
ft ft
CO
ft UJ ft
cc
ft ft
ft K ft
ID
ft u_ ft
I
t <o »
-J
ft ro ft
• «
CO
ft to ftO
ft a: ft
a
• > ft
** <t
O *-
n' o
vo oj
o
>1- CO
^ •
c*
o o
•
o
I *4-
Ui UJ
rt V-O
X x
a o ik o i
• i
z ^ i
UJ Z I
> Ui l
O O M
<M O
O o O o
• • •
o o o
I
I
o o o o I o
• • • I
•
O O O I <NI
I
I
I
-r
n
o
rft CO O -«
• • #
>0 a *o
o i
r o i
v- • i
CM I
or i
O X IO •-« I
U. VO I
K O T
O IO • 1
H ^ I
O O O o
i I i
o o o
I —I O O 'J- I V?
I •
| vf> O <NJ I <NJ
I NO N I OJ
I -• I
I I
^ ^ ^ ^ 7
iiON
O UJ
r+ UJ UJ
< Z ct
> O T
| CS OJ C\J (M
I rft • • •
O hCO I ao cO -*
CO —4 I «0 flO JV
I
I
I
K K h- It-UlUt I o
3? Cl ft. ft.OO 'C -J K
l) n n n
CC l)H
I
-4*
-t
| rft •
I O
I J3
I
I
7
Z _Ji *4
O K
-j n
o c—
o
or
-j
o
o
tv'
Z
o
of
240
R
|xi
[•I Vi
r-i
| is
c." WO H
P-1 pCi
Pi O
P: >-tO FP
I
Pi HM PS
© H
R W
H
»..i r
pj o
s
H
h-v
©
<1.1
W Pi
to O
P-1 R
PP £
wp
CM H
CP
1
S5M wHHKH
f'< S
m
H
rii pi PHp pi H
rr]
<ij P
E-H w W
PH R
i-i £P PH
gK M
tJ
P
> o
pr uM
fil
w
pa
s o
e R
t/j
Pi PiOO O
Pi PH
P~t M
R
W P
rs wHO PiH O
PM
!kW
KW
« r.iu
cO o
« i <
l CX
* I
oft
1 < I
I
u
* CL *
<
» «
X
* O ft
cC
4 ^ *
UJ
ft eft ft
* -o »
r*'
* 3 #
»-
* Z) ft
u.
ft I *
•J 1
r«ft
U- ft
O ft
tfft
Z O »
Q <. «
>
l- >• ft
C3
Z
to UJ «
X
on •- *
u.O uj ft
a
a x *
UJ
o i *
i
T ft
C»
oft
ft UJ »
on
ft uj ft
co
ft ft
u.
ft o ft
ft VI ft
ft > ft
I
3: <iO ft-
tx r-j
i \r
I
I
—
« r"> O
n in f°'
o
r/ Oft
CJ «
Z o. (
o ^O O I
I
I
j «0 o 'O «v
I
• . •
| o fl N
I fNJ •“*
r- ro O
>r m -h
M N O
^ <\i
sj- O rft <\j
O >?• CO
O ao O
• • •
O ^ (\j
o o o o
t • •
C o o
I
I
I CO •
I CM
I I
O O' o
o -*
a »
*> •
*
o
• >-
OJ -
>
O ft"
o a:
• 13
rft O
I
I
I
-* O'
I
f>i •
I ro
l >ft
I
I
zr _i
X
ZD ft-
_J O
CHI
SQUIRE
-
6.89123
WITH
3
DEGREES
OF
FREEDOM
SIGNIFICANCE
-
0.0308
P
o
r i
!
k l 4
Eh t> to
P M M
SL1
u * ~lW
fv pa > 1 33aO p P < o» K-P M X PW tH C/1 II o
> wM Ed P
C2
* O UJO OR Eh W * < <
*~7* a
N Eh &5 • a
Sj <£ O * »• #
Eh sci cn
H P 1 lu 1
!Z M h
-4 13 #M Q Pi CD
pa « M «
P eh H a:M peS « *- »2*
> O PI O*P
>
!z
1-1
M
* UJ »
o
c
> oJ if
n
* a *O fcHO C/1 Eh
w H u_
pq <c P Opg M
CO o O pq
CO H O <2
1 P EH ifp CO P g C
ua 2 P OP O CJ
Pi P u V—
<! P -d <H o w
«
<© *
IH
vO 0
O ff K
a.
a i *
1O </> i
r
* < #
« X tf
o
* Of ft
<
t cl j v
%/>
« O'
Z>
Ik >-• •
1)
« U.
I
» -4
ff f
tt vo »
O
* ir *
<
« >4
» *
« *
<o
o
ir,
rg
O
R
UJ
o
i*
*<1
o
U-
z
VO
Jt <
a »-
cf O
| COOO I *^f-00
! O o O I rO O <N
1 1 2
I *
I
»
I
o T
o O o O I <Vs/0 0
• • • I
• • •
o o o l r- o >r
I
O
I
-•
I
•V> O O' o | O' ^ O I ^ o
I IM
O CO >0 I 33 CO
03 tf>
I
o >*
v- l
I
h k" I
H »>«»«» •
Z a Q- a I
7D I
cj rt —J >— i
n r\ O n I
tf Ok- i
7 -»
>: <
r> v-
„j oO k-»
ir>
c
of
•I
>
VO
tu
>- X
o
cc
UJ
CD
X
'DZ
242
APPENDIX G
PROJECT ASSESSMENT DOCUMENTS AND ASSESSMENT FORMS
UniWk'SlTlj OF F1E1L) HAlllPSHIRF
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it«t i>t <vn ot smorNi'i
Mud.iicor.,, Hull Inarch 7
,
1975
i
Dear Colleague:
Last April you received a copy of the National Student Affairs
Research Survey Questionnaire which was mailed to 291 university campuses
and central offices around the country. Although your institution was
not among the 151 respondents, a copy of the survey report is being sent
to you in the event that your institution may be interested in the results.
The development and implementation of the survey originated out of
the Dean of Students Office at the University of New Hampshire in consul-
tation with a number of practitioners in higher education. Although the
questionnaire was designed to cover as many aspects of student affairs
research as possible, some items, perhaps those addressing the more quali-
tative rather than quantitative aspects of research, could not be included.
Nevertheless, it is my hope that you will find various portions of the en-
closed report interesting or even applicable to your own student affairs
research efforts.
In closing I would call your attention to the form at the front of
this report. It is a short questionnaire asking your assessment of the
survey and report. Ycur completion and return of this form will be an
integral part of the reciprocal feedback system built into this study and
will be greatly appreciated. If you ore interested in additional data
analyses not covered in this report or a data-base, you may obtain a
data-processing order blank by writing to the Dean of Students Office at
the University of Hew Hampshire. All such services will be provided at
cost
.
With best wishes for the academic year, I remain,
Sincerely yours,
Paul R. Poduska
Assistant Dean of Students
for Research and Planning
PRPrmfj
Enc losure
:
CI2
Survey Report
2 44
REPORT ASSESSMENT BLANK
* •'* * ********** * * x * •:: * * * * * 4- * * »( 4 * * * * * # * * *
Afb(?r reading this report, we would appreciate your I .vj.r.g a few minutoa
to complete this report assessment blank as part oC the evaluation system
built into this study.
Please return to: Paul R. Poduska
Assistant Dean of Students
for Research and Planning
Huddleston Hall
University of Hew Hampshire
Durham, New Hampshire 03824
* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * -x- * » x- * » * * * x- x- x * * x * * * * «. #
IM7TF.UCTI0NS : Unless otherwise indicated, place an "X" by the one beet
answer to each of the following questions.
1 .
2 .
Here the results of this survey relevant to
some of your research and/or decision-making
needs?
Which part ( s ) of this report did you find:
a. Most .interesting:
b. Least interesting:
Yes ( ) l-i
Somewhat ( ) -2
No ( ) -3
Undecided ( ) -4
2/3
V5
3. Which of the following best describe this Educational ( ) 6-1
report (select one or more answers)? Informative ( ) 7-1
Boring ( ) 8-1
Thought Provoking ( ) 9~1
Irrelevant ( ) 10-1
Interesting ( ) 11-1
I’m Undecided ( ) 12-1
4. Please use the spaces below to make any additional comments about the
survey and/or report. If additional space is needed, please use back.
.13/14
* * * X- -X -X -X -X -X- X * * X X X X- X
5. Anre you interested in obtaining additional copies Yes ( ) 15-1
of this report, special data processing, a survey Maybe ( ) -2
data base, or other items related to this survey? No ( ) -3
Undecided ( ) -4
6. If "yes" to #5, please provide your name and address in the space pro-
vided or write to the above address; an order blank will be mailed.
Name:
Address
:
Zip:
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MtWERSITC OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
Durham, New Hampshire 03024
Dean of Students Office
Huddleston Hall
Enclosed is a form for requesting services and materials for the
National Survey of Student Affairs Research Programs. If you do desire to
order a data file on magnetic tape, special statistical runs and/or addi-
tional copies of the report, please fill out the enclosed order form and
return it to the address on the form.
All orders for tape files will be accompanied by the necessary SPSS
(Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) control card3. These will
include a RUN NAME card, GET FILE card, DUMP card, and FINISH card. With
these SPSS cards all the user has to do is supply any of the "procedure
cards" (e.g., CODEEOOK) and appropriate JCL (Job Control Language) cards
to do any data analyses which the SPSS package offers. Please note the
specifications of the tape file on the enclosed order form to see if your
computer system can access the tape.
The cost for each type of service and material is given on the order
form. All sex’vices and materials vrill te provided at cost including copies
of the report, Student Affairs Research: A National Sur vey Report on Uni-
versity Programs . Shipment of all orders will be accompanied by an invoice.
Checks to cover the cost of orders should be made payable upon receipt of
the invoice to: University of New Hampshire/Dcan of Student s Office.
If you have any questions concerning the services or materials listed
on the order form, please do not hesitate to call me (603-862-2051).
Sincerely,
Paul R. Poduska
Assistant Dean of Students
for Research and Planning
FRPtmfj
Enclosures
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'
• /V'ttSITY OP mi r
aun of l! I:w‘!rrit. Office
Student Affairs Research Program
ORDER FORM
Name Of Institution
Name Of Individual to Whom
Materials Sh:u.H by Sent
I failing Address
1.
Additional Copies of the Report: $3*00 per copy.
Number of Copies Desired;
II. Tape File: The tape will be a nine-track 8C0 BPI, IBM OS unlabeled one
file tape, containing 80 character card images
,
with a variable blocked
spanned record format, block size of 2012, logical record length of
2003 and block count of 72. The cost for the t-oe including set up,
file search, tape charge, documentation and postage is $10.00.
Check here if tape is desired: ( ) Yes
III, Special. Statistical Analyses : For those vho do not desire to do their own
data i otrlevel and analysis, special statistical analyses can be re-
quested using the SPSS "CODRBCCK" or "CROSSTAB;}" commands. The cost
for each request will vary depending upon the amount of preparation
and computer time involved. All reports will be in the form of com-
puter printout; necessary documentation v;i'll be included. Requests for
"descriptive statistics" will be filled using the SPSS "COBEECOK"
subprogram. Requests for cross tabulations and descriptive statistics
should be made after reviewing the format of the questionnaire. All
requests should ‘specify the specific item numbers found at the left-
hand margin of each page (copy enclosed). Requests for groups of
adjacent items or all items should use the normal "from. . .to.
,
convention or the word "All." Examples: Descriptive statistics for
items from I-A to II-B; Cross crbulation of items from I-C to II-D by
items from III-A to I1T-D; crosstabulation of items I-A to I-E by All.
Preparation Costs: $">.00 per hour.
Computation Cost: Variable (approximately ^235 .00/hour)
Postage Costs: Variable
Please use the other side of this form to describe special data analysis
requests
.
Return this order form to: Paul R. Poduska
Assistant Dean of Students
for Research and Planning
Doan of Students Office
University of New Hampshire
Durham, New Hampshire C3824
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PWHJEGT von
STATISTICAL ANMYSr.S
I. Descriptive Statistics
:
Xte^.( n
)
II. Crosstabulationa
:
a. Itcir.(s)
b. Iten(s)
c.
_
d. Itorafs)
__
0 . Ite:a( s )
f. Item(s)
«. Itcm(a)
h. Iten(s)
1. I teir>( a ) _
,-j
.
Ittlil(s)__
k. Item(s)
l . I tem( s
)
m. Ito;r.(a)
n . I'bom( o
_by item( s )_
_by item(s)
by itc:n(s)
by iteui(s)
by itcm(s)
by vterc(s)
_by i bern( s )_
by i tom( s )
_by itcm(s)
by itftin(s)_
by i htiin( £>
)
by i. tem( s
by itcn(s)_
by c, )_
by itcm(s)o . I to n( a
)
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PROGRAM AGENDA
SESSION TOPIC : Student Affairs Research Programs: A National Survey
PRESENTER :: Paul R. Poduska
Assistant Dean of Students, Research and Planning
University of New Hampshire at Durham
PROGRAM ABSTRACT : In the Spring of 1974 the Student Affairs Research Program in
the Dean" of Students Office at the University of New Himpfhlve
conducted a survey for the purpose of identifying and describing
student affairs research programs at universities around the
country. This session deals with the results oi that survey and
the implications of the results for student affairs management.
The survey instrument consisted of four main sections including
background information, program organization and resources,
program process and content, and a final section that asked
^
respondents to assess the survey and questionnaire. In all, 1^1
institutions responded, 51 of which had student affairs research
programs. In spite of a marked diversity in terms of program
goals, projects and resources, the majority of programs were
engaged in activities which were associated with the development
cf management information systems,
format of the presentation for this session will include
a
brief presentation of the results and conclusions of
the rrauay
and a period for discussion of the survey and its relation
to
recent* trends in higher education. You are encouraged
to use •
l-he ira t ''-rials that have been handed out including
the survey
re-sort itself. A \ retest-posttest program assessment
wi-l be
conducted at the opening and closing of the session.
TENTATIVE
SESSION
FORMAT
: 8:30 Pick up session materials and
assessment blank u 1 •
Complete assessment blank.
3.35 Turn in pretest assessment blank.
8:40 -- Introduction.
3 U 15 -- Brief presentation ox the
sxtrvey.
9:10 -- Open discussion.
9:25 — Hand out pcsttest, complete
and hand back.
9:30 -- Five minute break,
r)
;
3«3 — Follow-up discussion.
10:C0 — Session adjourns.
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SESSION NO.
SESSION TOPIC
FORM NO.
BACKGROUND
INFORMATION
ASSESSMENT
QUESTIONS
1975 NATIONAL NASPA CONFERENCE
PROGRAM ASSESSMENT BLANK
^-^etest
0,11,8 ReSearch Pr°erwrs: A National Survey
********** * * *
1. Your present position(s): Student Personnel Administration ( ) 6-
Academic Administration
( )Support Services Administration ( )
Faculty Member ( )
Student ( )
Other (specify below) ( )
2. Is this the first time you have attended a
National NASPA Conference?
3. Are you moderating or presenting a session
at this year's conference?
Place an ’X" ( ) beside the one most appropriate answer
to each of the following questions!
4. To ’..’hat extent are you interested in Very Interested ( ) 11-1
the topic of Student Affairs Research? Interested ( ) -2
Somewhat Interested ( ) -3
Disinterested ( ) -4
Undecided ( ) -5
5 . How important do you feel Student Very Important ( ) 12-1
Affairs Research Programs are fo- Important ( ) -2
i mproving the delivery systems of Somewhat Important ( ) -3
student servi ces and programs
?
Unimportant ( ) -4
Undecided ( ) n“ J
6. To what eutc.it do you feel Student Very Necessary ( ) 13-1
Affairs Rese.i: jh Programs are necessary Neces.'.ary ( ) -2
for the development of student Somewhat Necessary ( ) -3
affairs management systems? Unnecessary ( ) -4
Undecided ( ) -5
7. How interested are you in learning Very Interested ( ) 14-1
more about student affairs research Interested ( ) -2
programs ar.d the implications of Somewhat Interested ( ) -3
these programs for improving student Disinterested ( ) -4
personnel administration? Undecided ( ) -5
*****»•»#***
lZ§
Yes ( ) 9-1
No ( ) -2
Yes ( ) 10-1
No ( ) -2
PLEASE TURN IN YOUR FORM WHEN COMHFTED TO THE PRESENTER.
ON
on
-p-OJ
ro
r-*
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SESSION NO.
SESSION TOPIC
FORM NO.
BACKGROUND
INTOPIIATION
3975 NATIONAL NAS PA COP. tyycg
1'KOCHAM ASSESSMENT UtMlk'
f-lbSttcIt
,-r0 R0SearCh Sro8raBfl! A National Survey
* * * * # * J/ * ^ •> a * >
1. Your present positions): Student Personnel Administration ( ) 6-1
Academic Administration ( ) .2
Support Services A ironist ration ( ) -3
Faculty Member ( ) _ 1 |
Student ( ) - 5
Otbsr ( specify below) ( ) -6
7/3
Is this the first time you have attended a
National NA3PA Conference? y
;t J i
) 9-1
) -2
Are you moderating or presenting a session
at this year’s conference?
Yes ( ;
tio ( ;!
10
-2
ASSESSMENT
QUESTIONS
Place an X ( ) beside the one ir.osv appropriate answer
to each of the follovin'j questions
:
4. To what extent co you fee1 Student
Affairs Research Program.,* ore necessary
fox t.ie d>r/e!opmvnt of student
affairs management systems?
No-.,- im.portv.it do you feel Student
Affairs Research Frcgrium are for
improving the delivery systems of
student services and programs?
To what extent are you interested in
the topic of Student Affairs Research?
7. New interested are you in learning
more about student affairs research
program and the implications of
these programs for improving student
personnel, admini strati on?
8. Did you find this program interesting
and/or 5 nforr vti vo?
9 . ’.vculd you like to see this r irc.-gra:" topi
receive further attention .it upcoming
conferences?
w * *• * * * » * * * * * >
Very Necessary ( ) 11-1
Necessary ( ) -2
Somewhat Necessary ( ) -j
Unnecessary ( ) -4
Undecided ( ) -5
Very Important ( ) 3.2-1
Important ( ) -2
Somcv/iiat Important. ( ) -3
Unimportant. ( ) -4
Undecided ( ) -5
Very Interested ( ) 13-1
Interested ( ) -2
Somewhat Interested ( ) -3
. Disinterested ( ) -4
Undecided ( ) -5
Very Interested ( ) 1.4-1
Interested ( ) -2
Somewhat In heres Led ( ) -3
Disinterested ( ) -4
Undecided ( ) -5
Interesting ( ) 15-1
Informative ( ) -2
Neither ( ) -3
.0 Yes ( ) 3.6-1
No ( ) -2
Perhaps ( ) -3
Undecided ( ) -1
PLEASE TURN IN YOUS 1’CRM UliLN CC •wDNTrX TO THE PRIISE'.TrJ!
.


